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Preface

Nothing in the Official Languages Act, as far as I can see, obliges
parliamentarians to plough through another Annual Report as long as
last year’s. That 3 1b. 12 oz. (1.701 kilos?) bilingual brick was
scarcely the slim volume of poetry statesmen needed for contemplative
promenades in the Gatineau Hills — even though, say some, it proved
impressive as a door-jam, paper-weight and bookend-cum-curio.

This year, my colleagues and I have tried to write a report both
shorter and handier. We hope thus to lend a bit of help to busy minis-
ters and administrators in their efforts to follow up Parliament’s urgings
under the Act with more active personal leadership, serious directives
and closer monitoring. We also aimed to assist critics facing the
Treasury Benches, or waiting patiently behind them, to shape their
probings from reasonably reliable materials.

Year by year, it is true, and in spite of well-known alarums and ex-
cursions, one can sense an intangible but undeniable improvement in the
countrywide climate of language debate. This less prejudice-poliuted en-
vironment, along with a gradual relaxation of earlier tensions within the
public service, should encourage all who wish a sane and civilized Canada.

Yet a certain gloom about the slow pace of concrete progress
still seems necessary. Services in French continue to be denied citizens
in many parts of our country, particularly on State travel networks
and in post offices. It also remains extremely difficult to exercise the
right to work in French in federal institutions, even in parts of Quebec.
Indeed, federal job openings for French-speaking Canadians risk leaving
the expression “equal opportunity” in the realm of rhetorical piety:
in 1974, apart from bilingual and optional-language jobs, a mere 11.8
per cent of the 124,799 positions filled under the Public Service Em-
ployment Act called for French only, while 62.9 per cent required
English only.



In a nutshell, this report adds scant credence to those who still
see the Act as an assault on the divine right of the English language
to dominate, yesterday, today and tomorrow, all things bright and
federal. It adds, alas, some comfort to others who question the serious-
ness of the Government in promoting a reasonably rapid and basic,
as well as humane, reform of this historical inequity.

A small avowal of uncharacteristic zeal: this year’s report, though
designated “annual”, covers 21 months, from April 1st, 1973, to
December 31st, 1974. Such stretching of paper-time may well offend
some constitutional purists who live, make love and die within fiscal
years. But it seemed worthwhile to make this report a “catching up”
one, and to base future reports on calendar, rather than fiscal years,
so that from now on, my colleagues and I might deliver our bilingual
bile and bouquets to Parliament no later, if possible, than three months
after the period reported on.

As a result, we hope that the sometimes reassuring reproaches of
betrayal or messianism we occasionally enjoy may now include the
accusation of being a little more up to date.

K.S.

Xiv



Chapter I

SOME SLIGHTLY PREJUDICED VIEWS ON
JUST ABOUT EVERYTHING

In the nasty, brutish and short tradition of these reports, one
chapter tries to offer a leisurely walk around the bilingual waterfront.
For people too busy (or not foolhardy enough) to leap into the shark-
infested depths of department-by-department assessments in Chapter II,
this stroll along half a dozen pathways of common curiosity may lead to
a few questions worth recalling, or reasking, in months ahead.

In spite of efforts to be thorough, none of this report, a glance will
confirm, claims unfailing “scientific” accuracy. But this first chapter
holds even less than the rest such lofty pretensions. What follows now
is no more than cautious impressions—based on the best facts that
cajolery and bureaucratic piracy could readily provide, but impressions
still. Forewarned, one trusts, is forearmed with a tolerant skepticism.

A. Bureaucracy Bedamned, Said the Treasury Board and the Public
Service Commission (a Little Incest in the Upper Classes)

In previous years, sketches of Ottawa’s bureaucratic jungle of
bilingualism had to depict the roles of half a dozen departments
muddling more or less congenially through a morass of fuzzy jurisdic-
tions, This year, the amateur Gauguin can get away, perhaps, with a
few brush strokes delineating the prowesses of two tenderly interlocking
central management and staffing agencies, the Treasury Board and
the Public Service Commission, The family of linguocrats may not
really be smaller, but now we may find it a little easier to fabricate
scapegoats.



1. The Treasury Board: Would You Believe This Is the Pepsi
Generation?

With its famed gift for effervescent acronyms, the Treasury Board
has again favoured aficionados with some trendy code-words: following
passage of Quebec’s Official Language Act (more affectionately known
as Bill 22), the Board coined the terms QOLA for the Quebec law’s
abbreviation and COLA for Canada’s Official Languages Act. While
mandarin lovers of gin tonics and Campari sodas may resent these
subtle inroads of tamer drinks, they should not conclude that the Board
plots to slosh water into bilingualism’s wine. Indeed, for the first time,
one can praise the Board for inventing a management tool to make the
Official Languages Act a reality, as well as a slightly stale myth, within
the public service.

Before hazarding a short comment on the Board’s accomplish-
ments and future tasks, it may be worthwhile recalling the mandate of
the Board’s Official Languages Branch, the preliminary steps it has
taken to implement Parliament’s language Resolution of June 1973, and
some new measures it promises for handling the visual aspects and
monitoring of linguistic reform.

The Board’s mandate remains the same as in 1973 when it gave
management responsibility for the Official Languages Act to a full-
fledged branch in its Secretariat. With a staff of about 75 reporting to
a Deputy Secretary, the Branch is “to develop and communicate the
federal government’s policies and programs for the application of the
Official Languages Act within the Public Service and to monitor their
implementation and evaluate their effectiveness”. In sum, the Board
masterminds, for the Government, the whole process of making the
Official Languages Act work.

Known to itself, and a few others, as the “go-go group”, the
government’s top team of linguocrats has taken hold of its job in the
past year with enthusiasm and tenacity. Perhaps its most useful con-
tribution to date, apart from rising Phoenix-like from the cinders of
earlier, less high-powered administrations, has been its effort to give
effect to the June 1973 parliamentary resolution.

At the core of all the Board’s management mechanisms is a newly
completed computerized profile of the entire public service population,
an instrument known as OLIS (Official Languages Information System).
This constantly-revised census of some 288,000 jobs is supposed to
offer language administrators, for the first time, a fact-filled read-out
on the language requirements of every position in the public service.
With this quality of data, the Board, departments and the Public Service
Commission should be able to look forward to planning, programming,
budgeting and reviewing of unprecedented precision. For example, OLIS



can show i) how many bilingual positions are needed, and where, to
fulfil the Act’s requirements, as interpreted by the Government, for
language of service and work; ii) which mix of unilingual or bilingual
positions, or of “hermaphrodite” positions (requiring either English or
French indifferently) a given department needs in a particular office;
iil) who needs language training, and on what priority; iv) who should
take a language test; v) when and where the Act requires certain
administrative measures or work instruments to achieve its goals; and
vi) how many “double-banking” positions are needed to replace people
on language training, and exactly where they must be provided to
guarantee proper service.to the public. In these and other ways, OLIS
gives the Board a means not only to promote reform, but to measure
it with care.

Another valuable contribution, by way of clarifying public discus-
sion, is the OLIS-based statement to the House of Commons on
November 21, 1974, by the President of the Treasury Board. Accom-
panied by preliminary tables on the breakdown of unilingual, bilingual
and “hermaphrodite” positions, this statement allows Parliament, the
press and public to assess independently several career-related issues
which far too often have been left in the unprofitable realm of rumour-
mongering. A follow-up pamphlet to federal employees, seductively en-
titled Official Languages and You, is likewise helping, in spite of a few
obscurities, to lift a little anguish-laden fog.

A third area where the Board is moving from scarcely benign neg-
lect concerns French as a language of work. For the past couple of
years, these reports to Parliament have been sniping at the Government
for ignoring this vital dimension of the Act which complements, and in
many ways underpins, the Government’s ability to serve the public in
both official languages. A later part of this chapter looks with ever so
barely posturing pessimism at this long-delayed policy which, one hears,
may finally move from excruciating gestation to the last pages of the
newspapers even before this report.

Another encouraging change in the Government’s wicked ways of
yesteryear affects its dealings with staff unions. Five, four or even
three years ago, the Government tended to compound its predictable
problems in getting public servants behind its policies by forgetting that
to serve the public you need public servants. Cooking up, Macbeth-like,
and usually in a defensive flap, a witches” brew of ill-defined but hot
concoctions called clarifications or explanations, the Government would
pour these without warning down the already tender gullets of its em-
ployees and end up with at least double, double the toil and trouble. In
the past two years, the Treasury Board has developed a discreet and
steady relationship with unions by institutionalizing consultative reform.
The permanent channel for this is the Official Languages Committee of



the National Joint Council, a rather civilized sanhedrin of management
and major unions which tries to inject a little pre-emptive decency into
the class struggle. The committee has repeatedly been able to bring
union advice to bear usefully on draft policies and thereby ensure ready
support from union leaders when final policies emerge. One partly un-
derstandable weakness persists: the committee seems to be essentially
preoccupied with the “hardships” and “concerns” of English-speaking
public servants—still, it is true, about three-quarters of all such em-
ployees. Now that this very squeaky wheel has received generous doses
of oil in the June 1973 Parliamentary resolution and subsequent direc-
tives, one hopes the no less important, but much less publicized, diffi-
culties of French-speaking employees will get a higher priority.

Previous reports to Parliament have not been kind to the Govern-
ment for its information programs. This year, as a later section here
will explain, there seems no reason to pass from panning to panegyrics.
However, it is only fair to note that the Board’s actions, if not the
persistently ponderous tone of its information programs, have done a
good deal to strengthen acceptance of the Official Languages Act in
the higher and middle echelons of the bureaucracy. On one hand, the
long and immensely complex process of helping departments to identify
the linguistic requirements of every job in the public service proved
to many managers across the country that the Board’s actions, this
time, were not just the distant and pointless agitations of an ivory-
tower clique in Ottawa. Daily co-operation between the Board and
departments throughout this year-long task, combined with the Board’s
willingness to guide and advise departments in a tough but realistic
way, has convinced senior officials at least that the Act can work
and is here to stay. On the other hand, the Board’s Information Division
has taken on the work of training hundreds of officers in all depart-
ments in the voluptuous intricacies of OLIS and Treasury Board guide-
lines. In consciousness-raising sessions barely rivalled by the more
zealous of Women’s Libbers, the Board is briefing language admin-
istrators with films, slide presentations, kits and pamphlets of a
sophistication to impress the initiate and intimidate the profane.

Beyond these early steps to carry out Parliament’s resolution, the
Board is gearing up, and perhaps it was time, for two other longer-
term activities: bilingualizing “visual aspects” of the Act’s implementa-
tion, and monitoring its general progress.

Bilingual signs, forms, plaques and panels fall in one sense into
the area of tokenism. But when they remain unilingual more than five
years after the Official Languages Act was passed, their conversion
can resemble a dangerous contradiction of other, more substantial,
reforms. If these physical, and often simple, elements of linguistic
change cannot be handled readily, one wonders indeed how ever the



Government can cope with the infinitely more sensitive and complex
problems of personnel management. Thus, at the risk of being accused
of superficiality, the Treasury Board has at last begun to meditate
upon a policy for bilingualizing visual aspects of federal services. To
implement this policy, it plans to start with the National Capital
Region, then Quebec, then its own “bilingual areas” (not to be con-
fused with eventual “bilingual districts” which the Cabinet may or may
not proclaim), then extend its efforts to the rest of the country as
required. In matters of the Act, seeing may well be literally believing.
Thus one hopes the Board will shape and pursue a policy which will
convincingly show the federal flag of bilingualism without excessive
resort to traditional excuses of translation overload, absence of uni-
form terminology, and interdepartmental boondoggles which, too often
before, have blurred the citizen’s icon-like image of Ottawa’s bilingual
reform.

A potentially deeper benefit should result from the Board’s new
opportunities for monitoring change. Now that OLIS has offered linguo-
crats a precise tool for measuring each department’s linguistic per-
formance, the Board should be expected to intervene, guide and direct
with much greater authority than in the past. Perhaps the Board can
now even find time to apply its considerable budgetary and managerial
muscle to departments to get them to follow up more diligently on the
two thousand-odd recommendations already made to them by the Com-
missioner. The latter, in his follow-up work, can appeal only to the
tender terror of public opinion as a sanction; he would be happy, and
thinks the taxpayers might be too, if the Board put to more frequent
use the fifty-odd special studies his colleagues and he have made for
Parliament as instruments for specific and systematic improvements, For
the moment, he has the impression that these admittedly prosaic tomes
fill several linear feet of shelf space at the Board without anyone
bothering to use them as leverage to make departments move on
obvious reforms.

Perhaps these murmurings of disappointment mirror only the
classic symptoms of unrequited love. Yet pride and even constitutional
niceties aside, and bearing in mind that this office’s work is more than
conceivably fallible, one can argue that the Board could help the
common cause of Parliament’s reform, and trim perhaps a little the
general cost of bilingualism, by prodding mandarins for action on these
“preventive medicine” blueprints. The Commissioner must of course
continue his friendly harassment of departments on his own recom-
mendations, and report on results to Parliament, But the Board, in its
Olympian cajoleries for the executive, might ask from time to time
whether it always has to reinvent the wheel.



In short, the Board has done much but still has much to do.
Its early and near-obsessive role seemed until bare months ago to
be the consolation and accommodation of long-term English-speaking
public servants. That was fine and, in diplomatic terms, perhaps a
little overdue. But what is far more delayed is the building of a
structure and milieu in which the careers of French-speaking Canadians
can flourish with a naturalness broadly equal to that enjoyed by
English-speakers. Later paragraphs will talk of this. Yet more generally,
for these short- and long-term goals, the Board, like President Ford,
must (and no doubt will) master the miracle of walking and chewing
gum at the same time.

2. The Public Service Commission: Merit Is Never Having to Say
You're Bilingual

For more than a decade, the Public Service Commission, as Parlia-
ment’s watchdog against patronage and nepotism in government hir-
ing, has faced the spine-tingling task of meshing the “merit principle”
with the need to respect Canada’s two main languages. In reconciling
professional and linguistic fair play, the Commission, and notably its
Chairman, has shown an intrepid willingness to innovate and singular
courage under fire. But only in the first months of 1974 did the Public
Service Commission get around to putting its administrative house in
order the better to put our two languages on an equal footing.

Parliament, in its resolution on official languages of June 1973,
plainly implied that the Treasury Board and Public Service Commission
should work in a more intimate tandem than some constitutional
purists might like—the agencies’ respective duties to the executive and
the legislative theoretically preventing a too-cosy ménage a deux. But
with this incitement to administrative incest, the Public Service Com-
mission needed to ensure an orderly, indeed balanced, relationship by
consolidating most of its linguistic responsibilities in a central office.
This it did last year by creating the Office of the Co-ordinator of Official
Languages.

Chapter II of this report will reveal a perhaps unhealthy curiosity
about the detail of the Public Service Commission’s impact on creating a
realistically bilingual public service. Here we shall simply spell out the
Co-ordinator’s role and challenges in general terms.

The Co-ordinator acts as the Public Service Commission’s full-time
worrier over things linguistic, and has moved with tactful effectiveness to
harness several previously dispersed responsibilities. On a day-to-day
basis, he must advise the PSC Chairman and the latter’s two fellow



Commissioners on incipient triumphs or disasters somehow related to
language. In advising the PSC triumvirate on official languages policy,
the Co-ordinator must debug and develop supporting measures with the
Treasury Board Secretariat. Within the Commission itself, he must try
to keep on the same wavelength a number of independently managed
activities (including recruitment and training), and promote smooth
co-operation, or at least reduce foul-ups, with other federal departments,
staff unions and provincial governments. As for language training, he
must ensure that the PSC defines properly the level of the second-
language skill required for some 288,000 jobs, that it offers and corrects
sound language-knowledge tests, and, with suitable appeals procedures,
passes along results to employees within a reasonable time. On a long-
term basis, he must monitor and evaluate the progress of bilingualism
within the PSC’s mandate for equitable hiring and promotion. Finally,
he is to inform, or not too alarmingly misinform, the public and public
servants on just how just the Commission’s policies may be proven by
an indulgent history.

In sum, the Co-ordinator brings together most of the language-
related activities which the PSC before left scattered to the winds of
modest change. The only important operations cscaping this overdue
exercise of bureaucratic imperialism are staffing and training, which
represent a fiefdom only still stronger barons could crack. At the
beginning of 1975, the Co-ordinator commanded about one hundred
front-line troops, split with impressive logic into three divisions.

As of now, and in spite of all his Kissinger-like coups for the
PSC’s internal peace, the Co-ordinator must meet two main problems.
One is to maintain with the Treasury Board a constructive complicity
which, while keeping the Commission’s constitutional sanctity intact, will
allow it to work sensibly, in the citizen’s and taxpayer’s interest, in
harmony with the Board. The other is to work more closely, if and as
really needed, with older language empires within the Public Service
Commission, such as the Staff Development Branch: a sane diplomacy
must recall that not every Rome is worth a Rubicon. The Co-ordinator
will still no doubt have to pursue some guerilla actions to fashion, and
extend the use of, more accurate language tests. But his main challenge,
judging from his hard work with the Treasury Board in offering the
Cabinet a policy for language of work, will remain giving leadership and
coherence to the language activities of the Public Service Commission
itself.

No one can accuse the PSC of lacking guts or brains on language.
But even Rommel had a chief of staff. And now, with the Commission
geared up in loose but friendly tandem with the Treasury Board, par-
tisans of thoughtful, fair reform should perhaps expect a blitzkrieg in
which both linguistic sides will win.



B. Language Training: Let’s Fret Less About Cocktail Bilingualism and
More About Coffee-Break French

In recent months, residents of Ottawa have heard titillating tales of
an élitist fringe benefit known as “cocktail bilingualism.” This charming
caper, cited not without sympathy in our Second Annual Report in
January 1973, offers free language courses to wives of senior civil serv-
ants who, in the course of duty, may be called upon to handicap poten-
tial 5 to 7 p.m. flirtations on the politico-diplomatic circuit by bringing
along their better, and preferably bilingual, halves. But language learn-
ing in the capital deserves a nobler fate than a catchy slogan about such
marginal, and rather easy to mock, “refinements”.

The language courses our government provides for civil servants are
an important part of Canada’s linguistic reform. It took courage to start
them in 1964, and imagination to develop the novel and varied teaching
techniques which today enable serious students to learn French or
English as living Canadian languages. The question we might now ask
concerns the on-the-job use made of second-language skills civil serv-
ants are acquiring at public expense.

For the past two or three years, many observers of the federal lan-
guage scene have wondered whether Canada’s taxpayers, through the
language training, are really getting enough bilingualism for a buck.
Estimates of costs for producing a certified bilingual civil servant range
widely. Whatever choice one makes in the smorgasbord of statistics, one
presumably hopes that beneficiaries of language training will in fact use
their second language a reasonable part of the time they are working for
the people who paid the piper. The tune taxpayers are supposed to be
calling, after all, is known as functional bilingualism. Learning French,
say, as a second tongue, then trotting it out at work only to play the
good sport at coffee breaks would hardly meet this sensible goal.

1. Excusez-moi: 1 Think 1 Left My French Back at Language School

In the face of widespread doubts which risk turning soon to
cynicism, it seems useful to take a look at the pay-off we are getting
from government language-school graduates, in terms of concrete pro-
gress to the equal status of our two official languages as languages of
service and work, as aimed for by the Official Languages Act. In early
1975, this Office has underway a full-scale survey, based on a detailed
questionnaire, which will lead in next year’s annual report to a compre-
hensive picture of language use patterns among all graduates who choose
to co-operate. Meanwhile, by matching computer tapes from the Public
Service Commission (in charge of providing language training) and the
Treasury Board (responsible for managing the government’s official



languages policy within the public service) we can get a preliminary
picture, subject to caution and important recent changes, of the on-the-
job use that graduates of the language courses are making of the language
studied. Data are available for 4,134 of the 6,651 federal employees
who “successfully” graduated from the government language schools
between 1968 and August 1974. These 4,134 graduates, variously de-
fined, comprise 2,483 graduates of the French course and 1,651 gradu-
ates of the English course.

Even with the reservations the PSC cites in a footnote below, the
figures churned out, and simplified for clarity, confirm many of the con-
cerns of both linguocrats and linguophiles.? If we take into account all
graduates—irrespective of the linguistic requirements of their positions
—we find that at the time most of the computer forms were filled out,
some 18 months ago, roughly 40 per cent of the graduates of the French
course never used French when working. About 51 per cent of them
used French occasionally. Approximately 9 per cent of them used
French extensively.? A pessimist might deplore that roughly 40 per cent
of all graduates in French never used that second tongue; an optimist
might draw hope from noting that just under two-thirds of these
graduates used French at least part of the time.

Among graduates of the English course one finds a substantial
change from these figures. This reflects the massive and continuing in-
equality of French and English as “used” languages of work within the
Federal Public Service. Roughly 10 per cent of all the graduates of the
English course never used English when working. About 25 per cent of
them used English occasionally. Approximately 64 per cent of them used
English extensively,

If we concentrate on graduates in identified bilingual positions (in
our sample, 77.6 per cent of the graduates of the French course and
66.1 per cent of the graduates of the English course), we find that
roughly 37 per cent of the graduates of the French course never used

1The data in this section (for a full breakdown, see Table V in the Appendix)
were checked for accuracy and fairness of interpretation with the PSC. The Com-
mission prefers of course not to take responsibility for any of the judgements in this
text, but wishes to put on record the following reservations:

“1) The data used for this study are based on a questionnaire administered by
the Treasury Board Secretariat and filled out by public servants during the
summer of 1973. The Public Service’s linguistic regime has since been
substantially modified.

2) All positions in the Public Service were given a precise linguistic status in
the fall of 1973; this has affected the use of.the second language.

3) At the end of 1973, the Treasury Board Secretariat established an order
of priority concerning individuals’ access to language training. For example,
priority is given to the successful candidates of bilingual competitions and
the incumbents of positions identified as bilingual.”

2In this context and for purposes of this chapter, occasionally means that graduates

used their first language mostly; extensively means they used their second language as
often as, or more often than, their first language, or sometimes even all the time.



French when working, 10 per cent used it extensively, and 53 per cent
used French occasionally. Among graduates of the English course, one
finds a marked change in these figures: roughly 5 per cent never used
English when working, 73 per cent used it extensively and 22 per cent
used English occasionally.

Since the senior executive category (SX) is at the apex of the six
occupational categories within the Public Service, it is of particular in-
terest to look at the linguistic profile of language-training graduates in
this group. The proportion of graduates of the French course who are
members of the SX category is roughly seventy times larger than the
proportion of graduates of the English course in this category. No doubt
many French-speaking SX’s were forced by tradition to be bilingual
before they reached this exalted rank. But this ratio of 70 to 1, apart
from casting grave suspicions on the accuracy of fears of a “French
takeover” in Ottawa, leads one to ask exactly how “bilingual” the SX
universe can be in terms of granting each language anything even vaguely
resembling equal status, much less use—especially since only about
11 per cent of the graduates of the French course who were SX’s used
French extensively when working and about 27 per cent never used it.
English-speaking mandarins may sign, and send to each other, a few
more letters in French drafted by French-speaking subordinates. Cosy
and colourful as this political dadaism may seem, it does little to ensure
that French becomes a believable language of the upper administration
previously, and not even scurrilously, known as the English Establish-
ment.

Yet hand-wringing over these preliminary figures may well, one
hopes, prove premature, or better still, outdated. Serious changes seem to
be occurring (at least in attitudes) in the organization and implementa-
tion of second-language training policy since the above figures were
obtained. A well-intentioned linguistic agnostic might be allowed to pray
that next year’s full-scale, more up-to-date statistics will bless defenders
of the bureaucratic faith, and show signs of the substantial progress they
predict, over the next two or three years, in use of French as an acquired
language.

In sum, neither organizers nor implementers of language training
should feel mortally wounded at the temporary conclusions above. The
linguocrats of yesteryear took up an immense and unpredictably complex
challenge. The teaching aspects of their response, their remarkable
pedagogical inventions, deserve only admiration. Indeed, on matters
pedagogical, the Public Service Commission and the Treasury Board
have shown the candour to convince the Cabinet to name an independent
committee of experts to review their whole system of ingesting, and
digesting, the unwillingly tongue-tied.

10



2. Duty Calls: Shall We Slip Over to Hull for a Skin-flick?

While awaiting fresher, more detailed data to either confirm or dis-
prove the above first conclusions, perhaps we could suggest a few
plausible measures to help remedy the apparent under-use of French by
graduates of the French course. Being well aware that these remedies
cannot bring about major changes without French assuming greater
importance as a language of work than in the past, we offer them in the
hope that they will at least partly improve a worrisome situation.

First, one could urge much more stringently job-related training.
A top-priority way of bringing general language training closer to each
employee’s vocational needs would be to round off the stay at govern-
ment language school with a work period in a unit where the work is
similar or close to the learner’s usual job but where the only or pre-
dominant language is the student’s second language. Basic grammar
and fluency would thus be protected, and the student would soak up
an invaluable amount of technical vocabulary from his own occupa-
tion. On the way, he might even come to understand better the men-
tality and methods of his other-language colleagues.

Part of this job-related approach of now too-general training would
include preparation by the Translation Bureau of specialized vocabu-
laries for each department or occupation. This idea, trundled out as
long ago as our First Annual Report in November 1971, would enable
language-school graduates immediately to apply their fancy far-out
subjunctives to the practicalities of doing the job their department, and
supporting taxpayers, expect them to do. It could also, in unison with
the preceding proposal of end-of-study cross-cultural visits, give grad-
uates the immensely motivating satisfaction of discovering that the
second language learned at school was—o mirabile dictu!—actually
useful on.the job.

A second thought, probably in the category of post-operative
prayers, would invite Deputy Ministers, Bilingualism Advisers, Lan-
guage Requirements Co-ordinators and other front-line combatants for
a more civilized linguistic universe to exhort, cajole or somehow insi-
diously convince all graduates of language training to use their new
skills at every possible occasion on the job. For the moment, graduates
seem bereft of administrative leadership on this score, no matter how
well they scored back at the government’s little red schoolhouses.
Linguocrats of every ilk and rank really ought to consider part of their
job as creating a positive climate and motivation for language grads,
attacking the Brownie point syndrome of learn-and-forget diploma-
grubbing—in sum, leading certified bilinguals to respect both their
dearly-earned knowledge and the taxpayers’ right to expect some lasting
reform from their fiscal fidelity. Memos or directives to this effect
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might well only add to paper pollution in certain corridors of bureau-
cratic power; on the other hand, some flecting sign of interest, if not
bloody-minded expectation, by those officers who send forth the public
service troops to do bilingual battle might conceivably inspire many
graduates to believe that silence, in an expensively learned second
language, is not at all golden.

In counterpoint to this, one might petition, not without some sense
of the absurd, the Francophones of Ottawa to try to speak . . . a little
more French. Qur Second Annual Report recalled that the role of
French-speaking Canadians imprudent enough to venture to their
“national capital” must surely mean more than serving as language
monitors to English-speaking civil servants. But among many French-
speakers, in particular those from outside Quebec, there seems a sorry
tendency to cave in too automatically to English-speaking “minorities”
in meetings where everybody (say, 14 out of 15) speaks French except
one. If French is ever to strike the grads of government schools as a real
as well as academic language, many more Francophones will have to
plug one ear to Anglophones’ massacred phonetics and plunge on with
them in slow, if painful, dialogue in the “second language.” A few
years ago, Ottawa’s military men wore their uniforms one day a week
for both morale and belly-moulding elegance. Maybe once a week, with-
out loss of dignity, and with more than reasonable charity, Francophones
in government could stand a little more firmly on their rights not only to
speak, but to suffer from (in the mouths of Anglophones), the official
language of their choice.

But in the end, hectoring of this kind can never replace a little
old-fashioned personal initiative by individual graduates. Bearing in.
mind that public servants are getting language training, as they should,
at government expense and on government time, it is perhaps fair to
ask them to illustrate better the moral responsibility they owe to the
taxpayers.

In the National Capital Region, where three-quarters of the grad-
uates in our sample work, one can scarcely weep for newly-minted bi-
linguals who bemoan the “lack of opportunities™ to practise, let us say,
French. Roughly 37 per cent of the region’s population is of French
mother tongue, and the area is blessed with a rich selection of television,
radio, theatre and splendidly racy French movies—not to mention
soothingly bicultural body-rub parlors—which should enable English-
speaking graduates of French courses to reinvest a few minutes each
day in protecting the public’s investment in them.

Such curious cosmetics as second-language monitors, who drop
in to chat idly in French or English with mandarins worried about
“retention” of a second language, have little to do with on-the-job use
of the second language and should have no place in a sensible linguistic

12



reform. Many graduates, it is true, are trying hard to give the public
full value for its investment. One cannot justly portray all language
grads as linguistic layabouts, or even a majority of them. But one can
observe without meanness that a bilingual who loses his second tongue
in the Ottawa-Hull area requires an almost perverse penchant for
audio-visual amnesia.

C. French as a Language of Work . ..and Other Unidentified Flying
Objects

The last annual report in this series of sagas announced, with per-
haps a tiny bit of optimism, that “unless we want to risk undermining
the Act’s credibility, 1974 must be the year in which our efforts are con-
centrated on the question of French as a language of work”. This ex-
hortation rested on a number of hypotheses based mainly on Parliament’s
resolution of June 1973 and on the few statistics that were then avail-
able. Alarmed by the Government’s endemic inaction in shaping a policy
of language of work, last year’s report outlined for linguocrats in the
federal bureaucracy a modest five-point administrative “strategy” de-
signed to promote the use of French in internal communications and
announced that this Office, in the special studies it was or would be con-
ducting, planned to devote more attention to this fundamental aspect of
the Act.

Thanks to the statistics we now have on the identification of lan-
guage requirements for federal positions, we can now examine the
hypotheses formulated in the Third Annual Report. Also, in light of
these figures and of the statements—-or silences—of the government, and
with data obtained during the past year by our Office while conducting
special studies and settling complaints, we can make an initial, though
necessarily partial, assessment of the situation in terms of the “mini-
strategy”. Finally, this section will conclude with some laconic, but one
hopes useful, remarks on the recruitment of Francophones.

1. The Treasury Board as Yogi: It Knows All the Positions

The identification of language requirements for positions—an ex-
ercise initiated by the Treasury Board President’s statement of Decem-
ber 14, 1972, and confirmed by Parliament’s resolution of June 6, 1973
—corrected a deficiency pointed out many times by this Office, particu-
larly in its special studies. It was discouraging, to say the least, in these
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studies, to see federal departments—though often having the best of
intentions—remain paralyzed because they simply did not know either
the language requirements of positions or the linguistic profile of their
own staff. The identification process was a healthy move on the part of
the government, and those who managed to draw up this gigantic in-
ventory deserve some sort of bureaucratic Victoria Cross. Without mock-
ing such shiny medals, however, we must view this activity in as clear a
light as possible. In addition to some of the hidden dangers warned of
last year, we should point out, first, that a considerable number of
federal institutions, some of them—Iike Air Canada and Canadian
National—extremely important ones, have not been touched by this
linguistic inventory, and second, that these statistical acrobatics are not
an end in themselves, but rather a planning tool—there to be used—with
which full equality of the two official languages can be achieved.

In our Third Annual Report, without laying any claim to infalli-
bility, we pointed out certain “deviations” likely to result from establish-
ing the language requirements of positions.

Specifically, there was the question of whether the somewhat too
restrictive criteria in the Treasury Board guidelines for identifying uni-
lingual French positions were not going to limit seriously the number of
these positions and thereby inhibit an increase of the use of French at
all levels of the federal public service.

The figures provided by the Treasury Board Secretariat do little to
dispel this fear. In Tables I and Il (see appendix for tables for this
section), which give the overall results of the identification of language
requirements, we can see how unilingual French positions stack up in
relation to unilingual English positions and then in relation to bilingual
and “hermaphrodite” positions (those for which the incumbent can be
either Francophone or Anglophone).

Of the 210,124 unilingual positions (72.8% of all the positions
in the public service), 173,554 (82.6% ) require only the knowledge
of English and 36,570 (17.4% ) require only French, which means that
there are nearly 4.8 times as many unilingual English positions as there
are unilingual French. This discrepancy is even more pronounced in the
National Capital Region, where of the 26,431 unilingual positions
(31.8% of all the positions in the Region) 22,233 (84.1% ) require
English and 4,198 (15.9%) require French. The ratio is therefore
more than 5 to 1 in favour of unilingual English positions. Table II
also shows that three quarters of the “French essential” positions are
in the Administrative Support and Operational categories, whereas only
two thirds of the “English essential” positions are in these categories.

In the province of Quebec, where 67.8% of the positions require
only a knowledge of French, the statistics show a glimmer of hope. We
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must not, however, lose sight of the fact that nearly 80% of these posi-
tions are, again, in the Administrative Support and Operational cate-
gories.

Looking at the whole of the public service, moreover, we see that
the figure of 36,570 unilingual French positions appears rather modest
when compared with the 54,915 bilingual and 23,632 “hermaphrodite”
or “optional” positions. It rather looks as though there has been an
“identification overkill” in these last two groups. Some departments
have gone to the strange extreme of establishing more “hermaphrodite”
positions than positions requiring only a knowledge of French. Is this
an elegant disguise designed to swell the number of positions theoreti-
cally open to Francophones? We are not inclined to question depart-
ments’ motives here, but the data available will no doubt prompt us to
check this hypothesis more carefully in our special studies. Table 1II
shows, among other things, that Anglophones form an overwhelming
majority of the unilingual incumbents of these “hermaphrodite” posi-
tions, especially in the categories containing the most senior levels.
Other data indicate that even in the Montreal region there are more
unilingual Anglophones than there are unilingual Francophones hold-
ing “hermaphrodite” positions,

If the “hermaphrodite” positions seem, at least in the higher cate-
gories of the public service, to be monopolized by Anglophones, then
what about the bilingual positions that French-speaking Canadians were
able to land without too much competition from their Anglophone
countrymen before the appearance of the new Treasury Board guide-
lines? Our Third Annual Report warned of the possibility that bilingual
positions might become less and less the preserve of Francophones,
which would make a greater number of unilingual French positions
more necessary than ever. On the whole, statistics produced by the
Treasury Board Secretariat in January 1975 show that of the 40,874
incumbents of positions requiring a knowledge of both languages,
18,425 (45.1%)—4,454 of whom were unilingual—had French
as their first official language, and 22,449 (54.9% )—16,768 of whom
were unilingual—had English as their first language. Perhaps even
more significant are the statistics on appointments (see Table IV) pro-
vided by the Public Service Commission. The overall proportion of
incumbents whose preferred language of work was English and who
were appointed to bilingual positions rose from 18.3 per cent in 1971 to
44.9 per cent in 1974,

Were this trend to continue, it is likely that in future there will
be more Anglophones appointed to bilingual positions, which would
be only fair—as long as Francophones, for their part, have means
of access to the public service comparable to those offered to their
English-speaking countrymen.
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2. A Question of Method—We Got Rhythm, but Maybe There’s a Pill
for Bilingualism

Last year, when we outlined a comprehensive plan of action that
would firmly entrench French as a language of work in the federal
public service, we optimistically wrote: “the government has been talk-
ing about announcing such a plan for a few months now; the Com-
missioner, writing in mid-February 1974, would not be wounded in
the least if the government were to make the following remarks super-
fluous by disclosing its plan before this report is tabled”. Since the sug-
gestions that followed that remark last year have not yet been made
superfluous (unless, of course, the Commissioner, writing in mid-
February 1975 .. .), we propose, at the risk of being accused of warm-
ing up leftovers, to repeat the essence of the five objectives we sub-
mitted then for the government’s attention:

(1) Make French the normal working language of the federal
administration in its Quebec regional operations (a kind of
single large French-language unit) while still respecting the
requirements of the Act in the matter of language of service
and creating some English-language units to allow members
of the linguistic minority to work in English.

(2) Make French the usual language for communications between
regional offices located in Quebec and their respective head
offices.

(3) Strengthen the French language in the National Capital
Region, particularly by increasing the proportion of unilingual
French positions markedly and by regrouping them into
French-language units.

(4) Prepare administrative directives designed to settle not only
questions arising from the static aspects of the language of
work (manuals, instruction books, general internal commu-
nications, libraries, personnel services and so on), but also
those connected with its more active aspects (language used
at meetings, creative work, individual internal communica-~
tions and so on).

(5) Lastly, provide federal employees with professional training
and development that is equal in quality and accessibility for
both language groups.

There is plainly nothing revolutionary or even original about these
measures, One senses, nevertheless, that in view of the new rules of the
game laid down by Parliament’s June 1973 resolution and the Treasury
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Board guidelines, they constitute a likely prerequisite for establishing
the equal status of the two official languages within the federal public
service.

At the time of this writing, only the Report on the Implementation
of the Official Languages Resolution Adopted by Parliament in June
1973, tabled in the House of Commons by the President of the Treasury
Board on November 21, 1974, throws light—albeit a cautiously filtered
light—on the government’s intentions in the matter of language of work.

First of all, this report confirms the positive judgment made last
year on the French-language units (FLUs) that were set up on an
experimental basis in 1971. (Other Treasury Board data show that in
general the use of French in the FLUs enjoyed an increase between
1971 and 1974.) The report went on to say that the government was
preparing “a program to increase, particularly within the National
Capital Region and in parts of Canada where French is commonly used,
the number of units working in French at all organizational levels of
departments, and especially at the senior levels”.

We will have to wait until we see the actual content of this
programme before we know how far the government intends to go in this
direction. Of course, a wilfully naive mind might wonder how the
government can expect, without the gift of multiplying bread and fishes,
to increase the number of such units in the National Capital Region
when there are only some 4,000 unilingual French positions, nearly
3,000 of which are already in FLUs. Of course there is always the
ingenious solution that has been adopted by certain federal institutions,
such as the Justice Department, National Revenue (Customs and
Excise) and even the Secretary of State Department, which consists of
generously interlarding these units with bilingual positions. It is even
possible, it seems, to find FLUs that are made up solely of bilingual
positions. What could be more delightful than the prospect of FLUs
made up entirely of Anglophones, all certified bilingual, who would be
required to communicate among themselves in French!

Moreover, although the report by the President of the Treasury
Board testifies to the government’s good intentions concerning work
instruments, the “full participation of both communities” and the
language of internal communications, it leaves the practical terms of ap-
plication shrouded in rather woolly circumspection: “the government is
setting deadlines for each department within which all work instruments
must be available in French as well as English”; “the government
remains (sic) committed to achieving, within the merit principle, full
participation in the Public Service by members of both the Anglophone
and Francophone communities”; “an announcement will be made
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shortly to define clearly the circumstances in which an employee can
communicate with other public servants in the official language of his
or her choice . ..”

Though still incomplete, our findings during special studies and
investigations of complaints between April 1973 and December 1974
underscore the need for quick and decisive action.

From these studies and complaints—the persevering and maso-
chistic reader will find summarics of them in Chapter II—a few patterns
begin to emerge. It would be perhaps too hasty to base generalizations
on them at the moment, but they do point up some of the difficulties
departments and agencies are coming up against in establishing lin-
guistic equality within the public service.

These off-the-cuff observations show that the situation, in terms
of the first objective—to make French the normal working language
of the federal administraton in its Quebec regional operations—al-
though not perfect, is satisfactory in most of the cases studied. There
is still room for improvement, of course (it is strange, for example,
that some institutions—the Department of Public Works, to give one
weighty illustration—have not yet set up any French-language units in
Quebec or anywhere else), but there appears to be no heart-stopping
obstacle that can prevent most institutions from achieving this first
objective.

On the other hand, these same observations reveal a situation that
is far from satisfactory in the matter of communications between offices
located in Quebec and the head offices of the different departments and
agencies. In nearly every case these communications must be made in
English because the head offices simply do not have enough employees
who can even grasp the gist of messages, reports and so forth written
in French. In some instances, even the FLUs in Quebec find it is im-
possible to communicate with their central offices in French. If these
partial findings should prove to apply generally to the federal adminis-
tration, the government should make plans to revise the language re-
quirements for those positions in head offices whose incumbents have
dealings, written or otherwise, with those of their colleagues who hold
“French essential” positions.

The status of French as a language of work in the National Capital
Region—the third objective in the “mini-strategy” proposed last year—
is, to varying degrees in the different departments, inferior to that of
English. For many people, this truism will be no revelation: it merely
confirms, if need be, that French has not yet been fully accepted at the
very seat of the government. The Treasury Board data show just how
underdeveloped the use of the French language is in that region: English
is the normal language of work for 77% of the public servants (slightly
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more than 6% normally use French and slightly less than 17% use
both). The difficulty of working in French on the shores of the Ottawa
River seems to be particularly acute in technical and scientific fields,
Whether in the Canadian Transport Commission, the Department of
Public Works, the Canadian Air Transportation Administration (Minis-
try of Transport) or the National Energy Board, English is by far the
dominant language. The question we raised last year is as valid now as it
was then: how to create sectors in the National Capital Region that
will be substantial enough to enable Francophones to pursue a reward-
ing career without necessarily having to leave their language in the
office cloakroom when they come to Ottawa, or even to Hull? This
may very well be the government’s shibboleth in the area of language
reform.

Neither our studies nor complaints received revealed a definite
pattern with regard to the fourth and fifth objectives. Although some
institutions have shown themselves—if not enthusiastic—at least willing
to provide their employees with work instruments and professional
training in both languages, others are still languishing at the rear. In
many cases it is the enormous volume of texts to be translated that
finally dissolves intentions that were never more than half-hearted to
“begin with. Occasionally, too, a commonplace but nevertheless deplor-
able administrative inability is at the root of some inexcusable delays.
The government’s action—energetic, we hope—announced by the
President of the Treasury Board should prod the laggards who should
be producing, in the departments, bilingual manuals, directives or
instruction books. Similarly, some internal services, essential if em-
ployees are to carry out their duties successfully, if not zealously, are
far from being provided in both languages. This is especially true of
the libraries in the institutions studied: the discrepancy between the
number of works in English and those in French usually reaches truly
indecent proportions, and this differenc cannot be explained away solely
by the “relative anemia” of French-language publishers.

In discussing professional training or development courses, we must
distinguish between those given by the Public Service Commission and
those provided, directly or indirectly, by the departments themselves.
Although for those given by the PSC, which, it must be pointed out,
represent only about 10% of all such courses given in the public service,
it seems that the government is on the point of providing a reasonable
solution, the same cannot always be said for the courses given by
departments. In fact, efforts in this area are being dissipated. Here again
the government, through the Treasury Board, which is given particular
responsibility in this area by the Financial Administration Act, could
play a decisive role.
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3. The Recruitment of Francophones, or the Art of Crawling at Break-
neck Speed

Without necessarily trying to be evil-minded, we amused ourselves
last year by picturing a public service devoid of Francophones. That
was not the product of an overly fertile imagination—those conclusions
could have been drawn from the available statistics by anyone with even
a slight gift for mathematics. If twenty months ago the recruitment of
Francophones gave the impression of progressing at the rate of one step
forward, two steps backward, the statistics provided this year by the
Public Service Commission evoke rather the image of bike racers who,
although appearing to be taking part in a test of speed, are actually
performing, with consummate acrobatic skill, a breath-taking feat of
cycling on the spot, as though they were trying in their own way to
prove that the two extremes—in this case speed and slowness—do
in fact meet.

In any case, the Public Service Commission’s statistics on appoint-
ments give this impression of movement in slow motion. A glance at the
appointments of new employees shows that the percentage of these
whose preferred language of work is French has evolved over the past
few years in a zigzag pattern, and at a level that leaves little room to
hope that it will ever catch up—19.7 % in 1971, 22.0 % in 1972,
20.2% in 1973, and 23.9% in 1974.

Of course, one way to attract French-speaking candidates is to
encourage an increase in the supply through carefully orchestrated
information campaigns and by improving the “home ground” structures
for Francophones in the public service. But there is the snag, the vicious
circle: without a certain critical mass of Francophones, it is difficult to
create these “home grounds”; but without these, it is every bit as
difficult to achieve the needed critical mass.

The results of studies made by our Office are hardly the stuff
euphoric dreams are made of. Given these circumstances, then, how can
we achieve the “full participation of the Anglophone and Francophone
communities in the public service” ? All things being equal, it seems
that a substantial increase — spread over several years if need be — in
the number of unilingual French positions, grouped if possible into
French-language units that would be more than just backwater enclaves,
is one of the conditions necessary for achieving this “ full participation”.

But fie on these philippics. In the face of words which might have
provoked in some people a sense of exasperation verging on despair,
it is still possible to show no more than scepticism tinged with distress.
The citizen who relishes these questions may yet find a little peace of
mind if the government takes truly concrete action, soon, to follow up
the hints of progress an attentive observer can detect here and there.
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However, if to govern is to look ahead, there are times when a
government, like an exhausted Hamlet, must stop looking ahead and
get down to the business of governing. This means, perhaps, moving
from rhetoric to reform.

D. Information: Between Goebbels and Gobbledegook, There Must Be
a Few Friendly Facts

Since 1969, the federal government’s information efforts on bilin-
gualism have been almost enough, or little enough, to give truth a
bad name. Five and a half years ago, Parliament passed a fair and
flexible Official Languages Act, a law which deserved to be widely un-
derstood. Notoriety, not knowledge, turned out to be its fate as, year
after year, the Government let the Act stew in the misconceptions of
many and the colportages of a few.

No one could reasonably urge an intoxicating propaganda cam-
paign. But a simple try at regularly reminding people that the Act
broadens, not limits, civil rights might give lots more Canadians the
giddy feeling that Parliament has, after all, done something rather
useful.

This year, in spite of new promises and isolated triumphs, the
Government still lacks a clear and co-ordinated policy on official
languages information. Even after indulging classic and cathartic rages
against interdepartmental overlapping, one has to conclude that the
real problem is the lack of accomplishments to overlap. Feeble budgets
are not to blame: Lord Acton might have said of government P.R. shar-
pies that money corrupts imagination, and so on, absolutely. When ideas
do emerge, inertia, indeed sometimes distrust, between presumably
allied departments too often kills good initiatives in the egg before the egg
(even without the help of a marketing agency) has time to turn rotten.

1. How the Blind Lead, or Mislead, the Blind

Enough of bad eggs and sour grapes. Before this report’s ritual
Greek chorus of comment on the Commissioner’s own follies and illu-
sions, it is fair to note several useful, if usually unrelated, initiatives by
the Government to help demystify the bogey of “bilingualism”.

To recall that the information group now resident in the Treasury
Board has physically moved thirteen times in two years may tell some-
thing of its startling aura of perpetual motion. In spite of these house-
keeping upheavals, the Board’s information team has in the past year
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been producing metric tons of materials, and holding briefing sessions,
to assist the far-flung management staff throughout departments and
agencies who act, willy-nilly, as bilingualism buffs, and sometimes
buffers. Indeed, and mirroring logically the Board’s own role as central
manager for the public service, the group has taken on the added role
of training language administration officers throughout more than 60
departments and agencies in the delicious intricacies of matters lin-
guistic.

Over the next year or so, this small but hard-working Training and
Information Development Division could do much to relax the public
service climate on language questions by clueing in employees quickly
and clearly on new policies, and even on its ways and means of imple-
menting them. Much, that is, if the Board’s chief policy-makers let it
pay a little more heed to Danton’s prescription of boldness in political
strategy and less to Mackenzie King’s of blandness. Crystal balls are
not enough.

For the moment, one can report the following initiatives which, if
not always pregnant with joy, look like promising buns in the oven: an
updated “Who’s Who” in bilingualism for the still-befuddled informa-
tion-seeker around Ottawa; a pamphlet telling the average public servant
where and when he can choose his language of work—assuming the
Government finally works out such a policy: a speaker’s kit, mainly for
tongue-tied public servants wishing to carry the Word orally; a usefully
eclectic information kit for masochistic researchers; one for the general
public, and two others for fearful, or merely fascinated, federal em-
ployees: on the language requirements of positions, and on French-
language units; a kit dissecting the dreary march of bilingualism policy
of the past decade; finally, the above-cited concise, if not exactly toe-
curlingly racy, question-and-answer booklet called Official Languages
and You. Only the last six items existed by February 1975, but no
doubt the other promises will come true in their time, as will hopes for
an audio-visual archive on just about every kind or unkind word ever
said about our two official languages.

The Board’s partner in creating a world safe for bilingualism, the
Public Service Commission, has also begun putting its mouth where its
money was. By deciding to explain more, and this more rapidly, to lan-
guage trainees and other perplexed public servants, the PSC has also
refused to run its information program by handing over blank cheques
to blank minds. While last year, public servants could be heard weeping
to grasp a straw of information on PSC language policies, now some
wail about having haystacks of minute-by-minute and preciously bilin-
gual bulletins crammed down their craws. But this healthy trend to tell-
ing a graspable version of the truth should not be knocked. The PSC
Chairman and Commissioners, in matters of information, have now
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assumed what might be termed the missionary position, and with not a
taint of shabby evangelism. While awaiting a more concise linguistic
Kama Sutra, public servants can study the facts of language life with
existing PSC papers, perseverance, and just a little Pepto-Bismol.

Three PSC initiatives deserve honourable mention: its many de-
tailed information sessions for Official Languages Officers and other
linguocrats, in concert with the Treasury Board; an interesting, if ironi-
cally somewhat inaudible, film on learning second languages; and a
clear, cheery, indeed entertaining, kit for language trainees. With its
straight-from-the-shoulder question-and-answer sheet, its thoughtful bro-
chure called Perspectives on Language Learning and its nuts-and-
bolts pamphlet on the student’s own language school, this kit leaves
little to the imagination and much to the curiosity. Such good ground-
work merits imitation by other departments, and continuity by the PSC
itself: for language trainees and graduates, a bright, frank and fac-
tual monthly newspaper, run and written co-operatively by teachers,
students and PSC managers, could do much to allay the postpartum
blues suffered by many who are making a loyal effort to give birth in
their own mind to a new language.

Efforts by the Department of the Secretary of State to carry the
torch of bilingual civilization continue to prove helpful. The minister
himself has kept up his travels around the country to chat up both the
general public and the educators on whose co-operation most of his
pump-priming successes, mentioned later, ultimately depend. His offi-
cials too remain active on the rubber chicken circuit, attending meetings,
seminars and conferences with strong stomachs and angelic patience.
New booklets on the Department’s many-sided grant program for the
general public and provinces could fill a wheelbarrow; at very least,
reference to them will fill a page or two later in this chapter.

Among information-related Crown corporations, the Canadian
Broadcasting Corporation holds high its reputation for vicarious courage
in hard-hitting reruns of Archie Bunker laying bare the scandals of
American ethnic and religious prejudice. On Canadian prejudices, the
Canadian State networks pursue, with a few local exceptions, their
policy of eloquent silence. Whether we like it or not, Canada does exist;
and like all human societies, particularly one’s own, it stays worthy of
interest, satire and, if not always of admiration, then of criticism with
some wit. Such a comment is not an ideological call-to-arms: just a hope
that, in terms of informative and entertaining national self-analysis, the
CBC will not always fill vacuums with vacuities.

A small footnote might congratulate the privately-owned Canadian
Television Network (CTV) for showing guts, if not always genius, in
its series “Excuse My French”. True, Fellini and Hitchcock might con-
trive more sophistication, as could some Canadian writers now in
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Hollywood feeding rib-ticklers to U.S. comics. But in timid Canadian
terms, this sweet little parody can prove purgative and, remembering its
CTV listeners’ rating was topped only by the Canada-Russia hockey
series, it could even turn out to be profitable for flattering imitators.

The only other State agency with some gumption and imagination
seems to be the National Film Board. Starting late but well in the
language game, the NFB has produced four splendid short films in its
Language Drama Series, cited here last year. These shorts, with many
more to follow with accompanying kits for workshops, are being
launched in early 1975 as a valuable teaching aid for second-language
teachers across Canada who, for years, have been looking for a good
Canadian reason to answer that blunt and desirable question from
thousands of students: why?

Naturally, since the funds for this report come out of the Com-
missioner’s budget, he will attempt now to beat shamelessly his own
drum.

The first and oldest-running circus in his office is the one playing
to the general public. Through foolhardy grapplings with shapeless, if
not always nameless, phantoms of unilingualism, and through ingeniously
ill-timed outbreaks of foot-in-mouth disease, the Commissioner has pur-
sued his often unwelcome travels across the nation. Radio and television
producers have continued their morbid willingness to offer the hospitality
of their airwaves for these vices, whether in the form of hot-line shows,
interviews, lofty colloquia or much more satisfying gutter-fight squab-
bles. Academic and professional groups, as well as social clubs, egg-
head round tables, and even more lucid bodies such as Rotary Clubs
have also significantly helped the Commissioner’s personal fight against
inflation by offering free meals, or at least another free ride on the
public purse. The Office’s pamphlets, posters and counter-cards continue
to pollute the visual environment with their earnest messages. The
Office’s press clipping service, which really is not bad, has helped a num-
ber of Ottawa journalists, as well as low-budget weeklies, meet a tight
deadline with loose statistics or other quickly assembled Press Gallery
slices of Canada’s linguistic life. Finally, the Office’s three-year-old
12-minute colour movie on the Official Languages Act, “Bons Amis”,
without yet titillating the gargantuan audiences of “The Godfather”,
has by early 1975 given close to a million people better reasons to be
angry or apathetic about bilingualism. New distribution arrangements
with the NFB and the Canadian Film Institute promise to flog extant
copies of this epic to many more unsuspecting citizens.

The Office’s second information program, designed for the half
million Canadians who work for the Federal Government, goes on
quietly throughout the country in near-Quaker-like sessions of civilized
consensus. Using the Office movie to jolly up local audiences of man-

24



agers or union members, the Commissioner and two or three colleagues
go to meet the open-minded and the bloody-minded, trying to answer
questions frankly, or at least disguise the truth constructively., The Safari
Kit the Office produced last year has by early 1975 crossed the desks
(if only, sometimes, on the way to the garbage cans) of some 110,000
people, nearly all federal employees.

But this year’s newest and, one hopes, most useful initiative in the
long run is an elementary school kit called “Oh! Canada”. Conceived
and developed with generous co-operation from the interprovincial
Council of Ministers of Education and four Ottawa-area school boards,
this kit aims to underpin the motivation of children to learn second
languages, and to strengthen their interest in Canadian studies. Its theme
comes from a 32-page bilingual comic book showing four children of
different language and culture travelling across Canada in a magic car.
From this story flows a 32-page activity book, a vocabulary-testing
travel game on a large cardboard map of Canada, a sew-on badge of the
comic book’s caustic bilingual parrot, and a record of four songs com-
posed specifically for children. In April 1975, the Council of Ministers is
distributing nearly fifty thousand copies of this kit to all ten provinces,
and the Office will send others to the two Territories. If the kit does
not bomb, work will go ahead on a second kit for high school students, as
well as on another movie aimed at presenting Canadian studies and lan-
guages in a frank and happy manner. We hope these projects will help
not only teachers and students who seem eager for materials on Canada
but parents interested in seeing their children develop healthy, positive
attitudes to their country, in particular to its language challenges and
opportunities.

2. Some Final, No Doubt Futile, Grumblings

Four short comments might be in order on the general state of
misinformation on bilingualism, two unkind ones and two of encourage-
ment. The first persisting sin of federal failure in information remains
the inability of departments to co-operate on new programs, a weakness
denounced in last year’s report as the Crown Jewels syndrome—each
department guarding, if not hiding, its deeds of informational derring-
do with the jealousy of a paranoid lover. Although entrusted with appar-
ently lots of money from the same taxpayers, information directors
of many departments do not really seem able to share ideas dnd pool
resources of language information. In the past year, the Public Service
Commission, the Treasury Board, the Department of the Secretary of
State and the Commissioner’s office have, it is true, begun to concert and
consult with each other in a pragmatic, if not very orderly, way. For
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three years, the Office argued unsuccessfully for a non-partisan, union-
management co-operative information centre both to save money and
avoid grossly contradictory interpretations of the Act. Not wishing to
wallow further in his diplomatic failure, the Commissioner now thinks
that, apart from the present informal exchanges of ideas between the
above four agencies, the Treasury Board, as manager of the Govern-
ment’s bilingualism programs, should formally associate information
divisions of all executive-branch departments with its own efforts. With-
out gutsy leadership by the Treasury Board to help develop general-use
materials and to tailor other programs to each department’s specific
needs, rumour-mongering and fantasy can be expected to plague tillers
in the linguistic Garden of Eden until the cows come home and trample
all over their delicately cultivated dreams.

The second continuing sin of omission is the indifference of those
ever-popular scapegoats, top mandarins, A deputy minister of a scien-
tific, economic or social ministry of course has one or two other things
beside language to stimulate his mind. Should one bug these busy people
too much, they might be right to paraphrase in reply the Irish farmer
who, when asked by a judge whether the people in his county had ever
pondered the doctrine or res ipsa loguitur, answered, “In County Cork,
Your Lordship, we talk of little else.” Still, between obsession and atten-
tion, there may be some room for caring. Fairly or unfairly, many public
servants sense that their bosses really don’t care about “bilingualism”
until the tapioca hits the air conditioner. The result is contagious
ennui, a sense of simmering despair a medievalist might term adminis-
trative accidie. If deputy ministers want peace in the linguistic Sinai,
they may find it best by playing, more often, the role of Henry
Kissinger : innovative and mobile reformers who will ride a mile to gain
an inch. That really means just treating language equality as a normal,
integral part of all their operations, and saying so every time their depart-
ments initiate any new policy whatever.

In a more positive vein, one might urge the Treasury Board and
PSC to work up an information program addressed to high school
students roughly five to eight years from the labour market. Even
with all the short-term accommodations to unilinguals in Parliament’s
generous resolution of June 1973, these two agencies could help
Canada’s taxpayers get more bilingualism for a buck by motivating
young people to prepare themselves well in advance for a satisfying
career in an institutionally bilingual public service. Air Canada, not
usually praised in these pages for its bilingual zeal, has recognized
the realism of such a policy by going into high schools to explain the
advantages of personal bilingualism for airline careers. So, in the
name of common sense, foresight and economy, should the two key
management agencies of the public service.
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A final suggestion might go to union leaders. Already many of
these, notably those of the Public Service Alliance of Canada, have
cooperated with the Commissioner in joint programs to inform their
members of their duties and opportunities under the Official Languages
Act. Many other union leaders, even though understandably engrossed
in the traumas of inflation, could do their country and members a
service by making members aware that new contracts should, as a
matter of simple fair play (the raison d’étre, it is said, of unions),
include arrangements by which seniority and “bumping” rights would
not invariably override the public’s right to be served in the official
language of its choice.

Such exhortations may well, in some cases, prove as pointless
as preaching prohibition at a brewers’ convention. But management
should recognize that not all union leaders are “I'm all right, Jack”
shop stewards: most, if given encouragement and some decent informa-
tional materials, prefer to demonstrate that on language, as on other
matters of equity, they normally choose to lead constructively. Perhaps,
in spite of management’s own negligence in explaining the Act, more
union leaders will understand that job security for their members
depends on the best possible service by their employer-agencies, includ-
ing the best bilingual service, Sanely conceived bilingualism, experience
has shown, is usually very good for business, and therefore for jobs.
Peter Sellers, eat your heart out!

E. Scolding the Schools: on Passing the Bucks to the Next Generation

Probably the only point on which lovers and lambasters of bi-
lingualism agree, though for quite opposite reasons, is that the “long-
term cure” (to this vile disease?) rests with the kids now in school.
This seductive and theoretically unassailable thesis seems undermined
only by trifling suspicions that quite a few Canadians would like to
put off any real linguistic reform in the federal government until the
Greek Calends.

But setting such unworthy thoughts aside, buying this idea at face
value as yet brings scant cause for glee. Glancing at Canada’s still
modest accomplishments in preparing the generation of 1984 for some-
thing better than a hybrid Orwellian Newspeak, one realizes that our
country, in teaching second official languages, continues to offer its
children bilingual band-aids instead of the required massive doses of
linguistic vitamins. This sombre assessment rests on Tables 1 and 2
below showing the balance sheet of second-language instruction in the
elementary and secondary schools of Canada over the past five years.
After a short comment on these tables, it is worth recalling some
promising, if not yet stunning, improvements in such teaching since
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1970, then sketching out a few ideas for giving our children (and
parents) a fairer chance of believing that, for once, their hopes for
bilingual fluency just might make sense.

TaBre 1. Minority Language* Enrolment as Second Language, Elementary Level,
1970-71, 1974-75

Minority Language
as Second Language ¥, of Instruction

School Time Devoted to
Enrolment  Enrolment Z** Second Language

Newfoundland

1974-75 96,000 32,676 34.1 5.8

1970-71 102,319 21,835 21.4 4.9
Prince Edward Island

197475 14,530 6,148 43.3 5.9

1970-71 17,317 3,561 21.2 7.9
Nova Scotia

1974-75 110,650 24,424 22.7 6.1

1970-71 126,718 12,642 10.4 7.2
New Brunswick

1974-75 83,350 36,329 67.2 5.6

1970-71 95,178 37,305 61.5 7.5
Ontario

1974-75 1,405,093 609,709 46.0 6.7

1970-71 1,465,488 526,538 38.2 6.7
Manitoba '

1974-75 122,400 47,224 40.5 5.5

1970-71 136,918 42,655 32.7 4.8
Saskatchewan

1974-75 112,800 6,208 5.6 7.6

1970-71 134,238 6,950 5.2 8.3
Alberta

1974-75 233,711 61,921 26.9 6.0

1970-71 226,323 58,235 26.1 5.7
British Columbia

1974-75 336,000 48,418 14.4 6.2

1970-71 327,794 18,558 5.7 5.0
Total (9 Provinces)

1974-75 2,514,534 873,057 36.5 6.5

1970-71 2,632,293 728,279 29.2 6.3
Quebec

1974-75 776,745 234,564 35.4 10.0

1970-71 1,004,782 302,700 35.8 8.9

Source : Statistics Canada. Figures for 1974-75 are preliminary estimates drawn
from information provided by provincial departments of Education.

* Minority language is English in Quebec and French in all other provinces.

** Percentages shown in the table indicate for each of the years 1970-71 and
1974-75 the degree of participation in learning of the second language and
do not measure changes in participation over the five years. This explains why
the five-year rise in enrolment in French as a second language is actually
nearly 20% rather than the 7.4% column 3 seems to indicate.
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TABLE 2. Minority Language* Enrolment as Second Language, Secondary Level,
1970-71, 1974-75

Minority Language
as Second Language ¥, of Instruction

School Time Devoted to
Enrolment Enrolment 7**  Second Language

Newfoundland

1974-75 63,000 32,902 52.2 10.2

1970-71 59,318 37,895 63.9 9.8
Prince Edward Island

1974-75 14,160 8,958 64.7 10.8

1970-71 13,305 10,794 83.0 10.4
Nova Scotia

1974-75 91,960 57,764 642 11.9

1970-71 38,179 59,955 70.0 13.4
New Brunswick

1974-75 83,280 39,318 69.9 12.9

1970-71 80,734 42,708 78.2 11.7
Ontario

1974-75 609,667 189,426 32.7 13.1

1970-71 556,913 252,496 47.5 13.1
Manitoba

1974-75 110,130 43,843 41.2 11.3

1970-71 110,028 58,389 55.3 10.4
Saskatchewan

1974-75 103,933 57,546 55.5 11.2

1970-71 113,094 77,928 69.0 10.0
Alberta

1974-75 206,852 63,291 31.5 10.2

1970-71 197,599 80,607 42.0 10.5
British Columbia

1974-75 217,000 96,532 44,5 11.6

1970-71 190,249 127,293 66.9 11.5
Total (9 Provinces)

1974-75 1,499,982 589,958 41.3 11.9

1970-71 1,409,419 748,065 55.7 11.7
Quebec

1974-75 611,095 520,225 100.0 16.2

1970-71 642,301 543,966 99.9 14.2

SOURCE : Statistics Canada Figures for 1974-75 are preliminary estimates drawn
from information provided by provincial departments of Education.

* Minority language is English in Quebec and French in all other provinces.

** Percentages shown in the table indicate for each of the years 1970-71 and
1974-75 the degree of participation in learning of the second language and
do not measure changes in participation over the five years. This explains why
the five-year drop in enrolment in French as a second language is actually
nearly 219% rather than the 14.4% column 3 seems to indicate.

1. The “National Disaster” Area Revisited:

All the depressing comments of some following paragraphs must
take account of one increasingly solid fact: parents of school-age child-
ren in all parts of Canada seem more and more to want their offspring
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to learn a useful version of our country’s other official language. This
impression emerges from visits to, and correspondence from, all parts
of Canada, and is firm enough, assuming much greater and more
imaginative government efforts, to underpin hopes for a Canadian
population whose younger adults at least, could enjoy a far richer
bilingual fluency within a decade.

This brief attack of optimism assuaged, let us now return to the
classic posture of hand-wringing despair about what previous reports to
Parliament termed a “national disaster” and a “countrywide catas-
trophe.”

It is clear, no doubt, from Table 1 that Canada’s elementary
schools have begun to recognize in curriculum and pedagogical terms
the discoveries of Dr. Wilder Penfield, the Montreal neurosurgeon who
long ago confirmed scientifically that small children have a readier
aptitude for learning second languages than have adults or even teen-
agers. In many parts of Canada, particularly in Montreal and, as we
shall see in a moment, in Ottawa, serious large-scale experiments have
supported Dr. Penfield.! Yet the increase in elementary-school enrol-
ment in second-language study remains well below what a deep nation-
wide reform would demand: a 20 per cent increase over the past five
years is hardly a revolution, even if the trend is encouraging. In terms
of percentage of total instruction time, indeed, the number of minutes
per week for second-language training remains dismally stable.

Much worse, the trend in Canada’s secondary schools (Table 2)
goes directly against the gradual progress of the elementary schools.
Within the same five years since 1970, the high schools of Canada (not
to mention most departments of education) have allowed enrolment in
French as a second language to drop nearly 21 per cent—a staggering
loss if one considers the greatly rising demand by both government and
business for bilingual staff during the same period. The minutes-per-week
scene here, moreover, matches closely the stagnation at the elementary
level. The reasons for this fall-off are not hard to find: rampant optiona-
lism on the part of departments of education which, nearly everywhere,
have allowed 13-year-olds to choke on a smorgasbord of academic choi-
ces, leaving many, at age 18, illiterate not only in Canada’s history and
other official language but even in their mother tongue. If that sounds
reactionary, maybe a little counter-revolution is in order. A second cause
of the drop in enrolment in second languages in high schools is the
chicken-hearted and anti-humanist attitude of most Canadian univer-

1. As we go to press, we are shattered to learn that serious study undertaken by
the National Foundation for Educational Research in England and Wales seems to
destroy entirely the above argument. According to the report’s authors, the main factor
of success in learning a second language is the amount of time spent lesrning it, not
the age at which one starts to learn it. We shall try to resolve this embarrassing con-
tradiction in our next Annual Report.
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sities. Far too many of these institutions of higher learning, in the dash
for per capita student grants, have dropped any knowledge of a second
official language as a prerequisite for admittance. Basic Income Units
(BIU’s), as university students are now poetically known, are pre-
sumed by taxpaying parents to be getting both more broadly cultivated
minds and a realistic training for today’s, if not tomorrow’s, world. With
academic bureaucrats fretting more over budgets than burgeoning minds,
students are being ripped off on both counts. At the very least, and it is
embarrassing even to have to note this, some passing acquaintance with
bdth our official languages should be a requirement for passing out of
high school into any Canadian university.

A final factor in worsening the impact of both the high schools’
optionalism and the universities’ opting out is the persisting tragedy
of woodenly taught second languages in secondary schools. Some pal-
liatives cited in the next few paragraphs will repeat the heresy that
English and French can be taught as living languages instead of dead
subjects. But palliatives these reforms will remain until federal and
provincial governments join, without sterile quarrels of jurisdiction and
funding philosophy, to make some proven experiments in enlivening
language learning a routine reality for all students in Canada.

2. Ottawa and the Provinces: Consenting Adults Can Do Satisfying
Things Even in Public

That rather long-running off-Broadway show called the Royal
Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism made one of its most
perceptive contributions in 1968 in its Volume II on education. Be-
ginning in 1970, and under the aegis of the Department of the Secretary
of State, Ottawa has been priming the provincial pump for better
bilingualism both through money and ideas.

The financial core of the federal government’s response to the
B. and B. Commission’s twelve “federal” recommendations was a
$300-million program of contributions to the provinces. This program,
for the four years 1970-74, was renewed (for $80-million a year over
five years) after an interprovincial report in May 1973 showed that
Ottawa’s “seed money” could nurture very interesting plants indeed.
Dispensed to the provinces through a formula agreed to by the pro-
vincial governments, these funds led to three types of worthwhile
reform, including a remarkable intensive program for certain school
boards around Ottawa.

The best-known federal assistance is through scholarships. Teachers
(nearly 2,800 in 1974) of second official languages may, for example,
apply for $300 scholarships, plus up to $300 for travel expenses, to
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upgrade their skills. And students or recent graduates of universities
may apply for one of three specialized scholarships: a $2,000 post-
secondary scholarship for studying in a second official language (some
600 participants in 1974); a roughly $600 summer scholarship for
specifically studying a second official language (some 4,200 participants
in 1974-75); or a $3,000 teaching assistantship for “second-language
monitors” (up to 400 participants in 1975-76 in the third year of an
experimental program designed to parachute native-speakers into ele-
mentary, secondary or sometimes university classrooms to add realism
and fluency under the supervision of a “qualified”, but not always fluent
teacher). This monitors program, which earlier reports to Parliament
have been pushing as a near-panacea for some years, has now
been sufficiently debugged both politically and pedagogically, one must
argue, for Ottawa to consider raising the number of spaces to a level
(say, to 2,000 a year) likely to open and excite young minds on a
scale which really might do the country some good. Distance, when it
comes to studying second languages with “native speakers”, tends to
lend ennui, not enchantment,

A second field of federal linguistic largesse helps civil servants.
In addition to its own somewhat ritzy schools for federal employees,
Ottawa each year lets some 200 provincial, municipal or school board
employees attend its language schools (almost exclusively, need one
say, to learn French). The federal treasury can also be raided for
up to $100,000 a year per province to pay half the costs of second-
language programs operated by a province for such staff.

A third, and badly-known, field for getting goodies from Ottawa
on the pretext of language reform concerns a delightful concept called
“special projects.” Meant at bottom as an anti-bureaucratic gap-filler,
the Secretary of State’s special projects rest realistically on local needs,
locally expressed. The formula is uncharacteristically supple for a
government scheme: any group of citizens living in an area lacking
suitable second-language courses through “continuing education” public
institutions, and wishing to improve their knowledge of the other official
language, need only gain the backing of their provincial authorities and
get, if their proposal is reasonable, 50 per cent financial support from
Ottawa. Their project has to meet three standards: it must be innov-
ative, enjoy shared financial aid from the province, and reflect the extra
costs needed to launch the scheme. A good deal, all round, which more
Canadians should try, because past experience has shown that almost
any sensible project can conjure up dollars from the federal capital.

Speaking of federal capitals, one of the most striking of all special
projects, linking the federal and Ontario governments, has been break-
ing precedent, prejudice and records of enthusiasm in the past three
years among the four Ottawa-area school boards. With federal con-
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tributions amounting to some $4-million over two years, provincial
acceptance and myth-destroying cooperation among the four public
and separate school boards, this program is giving some 25,000
children in 1975 a serious chance to become bilingual. Though now
only in its third year of total or partial immersion, or of amplified
“core” learning (the bare and often futile minimum of 20 minutes a
day for all kids), this splendidly constructive subversion of Canada’s
constitution shines as one of the few beacons of serenity in the bi-
lingualism-bedevilled, company-town atmosphere of Ottawa. Heavily
supported, indeed oversubscribed, by civil-servant and other parents
believing in readin’, ’rithmetic and the handwritin’ on the wall, this
pilot program should produce within two or three years at most a
workable, sensible model of individual bilingualism for all Canada. If
only for the delightful doses of common sense which seem to over-
shadow all of its predictable setbacks, this experiment should attract
school boards from around the country like a lab-full of Henry Higgins’
at a phoneticians’ convention.

3. Some Unfanatical Hz’nts for Budget-Wise Bilingualism

At a time when we are all deflated by inflation, one should be
looking for more bilingualism, as for more hamburger, for a buck. This
is true for both schoolchildren and their money-hassled parents.

For the fortunate future taxpayers still in full-time school, two
fairly obvious suggestions might be worth study—in addition, of course,
to multiplying by five or ten times existing and well-proven programs
of student and teacher exchanges, especially the second-language monitor
program. School boards, backed by teachers’ unions and provincial
departments of education, should be allowed to draw generously on
Canada’s inherited reservoir of native speakers as temporarily “uncer-
tified” teachers. Fluent and culturally wise in their subject, which is
simply their own life, such teachers (as some provinces have already
discovered) can bring a credibility and vitality to their “subject” that
extremely few non-native speakers ever can. If allowed temporary
teaching certificates after a summer course in teacher training and with
the promise to attain full pedagogical “qualification” within two or
three years by summer or night courses, these native-speaking university
graduates could probably, within a year or two, overcome much of
Canada’s current shortage of competent (as opposed to pedagogically
“qualified”) second-language teachers.

A second suggestion would aim more systematically to let Canadian
kids in on the well-kept secret that their compatriots of the other
language group not only exist, but are interesting and worth knowing,
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particularly in the other language. This proposal would develop present
very modest weekend and short-holiday exchanges between children
of the two groups into full-scale twinning of classrooms of English- and
French-speaking children for a whole school term. With a little common
sense , and not an unreasonable amount of imagination, school boards in
most provinces (especially in Ontario, Quebec, New Brunswick and
Manitoba) could cut through the religious, linguistic, jurisdictional and
other venerable pretexts for keeping our kids apart and organize ex-
changes of whole classes, for whole terms, between schools within the
same province. With no interprovincial legal hangups about equivalent
courses or teaching competence, school boards could work together to
admit children for three or four months from neighbouring or not-too-
distant schools into classes in the other language. The kids would not
sink or swim in the other language, but possibly learn to float a little
closer to the exotic “maudits Anglais” or “Frenchies” who often live
just a few miles away, if not in the same town. Money should not
prove a problem: lodging could be offered by parents for the “other”
group, teachers would continue to get paid by their home boards, and
travel costs could be foisted, one trusts, upon the Secretary of State and
provincial capitals as very low-budget “special projects.” No doubt
much care would need to be invested in heading off, or meeting,
unavoidable psychological and pedagogical problems. But caring for
kids linguistically, as in other ways, is not the same as spoiling them
rotten. Here the major gain and risk, with culture shock and future
shock, is simply to help the kids become more lucid Canadians.

For the less fortunate taxpayers of today who, in spite of advanced
ages of 30, 40, 50, 60 and more, still wish to savour some of the joy of
the great bilingual boondoggle they are paying for, Ottawa might in fair-
ness and realism offer two or three incentives. Naturally, the existing
special projects program, whose catholic flexibility seems almost as
limitless as that of other meritorious freeloading social programs, should
be publicized strikingly out of its present, virtually clandestine, status:
the program is unknown even to practised siphoners of federal funds
around Ottawa. Second, for mature adults who don’t fit into any existing
federal program, being neither young enough nor old enough to evoke
pity, much less official largesse, the federal government could offer per-
haps 1,000 full scholarships a year for accredited study of a second
official language during a breakthrough period of two to six months.
This is not a frivolous or contrived need: the Commissioner, impotent
enough when it comes to impregnating the Government with certain
ideas, reccives some of his most distressing mail from middle-aged
(25 to 75 years) Canadians who want to give bilingualism the old
college try but can’t afford to get to college. For both the general climate
and impetus of its programs for civil servants and children, the federal
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government ought to give a thought to helping more than a few ordinary
taxpaying citizens a chance to do their best for Queen, country and
the B. and B. boys.

A final suggestion to assist even busier taxpayers might bring the
Secretary of State into still closer solidarity, if possible, with the
Minister of Finance. This would urge large-scale, detailed publicity by
the Secretary of State (charged with informing Canadians that bi-
lingualism is a Good Idea) about a very worthwhile tax deduction:
any Canadian learning a second official language part-time or full-time
can claim deduction of all tuition fees over $25 paid to any educational
institution certified by the Department of Manpower and Immigration.
Many average Canadians envy, and should be encouraged to at least
partly share, the generous linguistic fringe benefits of federal employees
who get their subjunctives and audio-visual idioms on company time
and at company expense. True, all taxpayers pay a little more when
some get a fiscal concession. But a sane and constructive public at-
mosphere toward languages is, if one dares to guess the meaning of
Parliament, a major national priority. And national priorities, particu-
larly when they respect each citizen’s personal priorities, need to be
known not just to a coterie of tax experts but by the public asked to
accept them.

Perhaps though we can take heart that even our taxmen have
understood that Keynesian linguistics, like Keynesian economics, must
allow for short-term deficits to attain long-term surpluses. We shall all,
of course, as the Westminster Lord warned, be dead in the long run. But
it must be soul-warming to be able to meet one’s Maker in the official
language of one’s choice.
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Chapter II

THE GORY DETAILS : OR MEASURING THE
GLACIER’'S ADVANCE

Descending now not from Olympus but, perhaps from the gro-
tesque to the sublime, we turn in the following pages to the ungrateful
task of reviewing who (how, when and where) has done the best, worst
or simply most mediocre job of implementing the Official Languages
Act. In this second year of risking sanity and science to try to give a fair
assessment of the linguistic performance of some 34 departments and
agencies, and details on about 35 others, this “technical” chapter tries
to offer handy references which each reader can tailor to his or her
degree of curiosity.

After a fairly short section recalling how this office manages to
mismanage chaos in hope of helping its own and the Act’s credibility, we
present a brief “Bilingual Baedeker” guide for the hurried, and possibly
worried, gourmet of linguistic reform. Therein are praised or damned in
easy-to-swallow categories the efforts of most of the institutions promi-
nent in language-related change. Then follow, as a musical digestif,
plausibly detailed stories on each of these key institutions—with evi-
dence more concise than last year’s preceded by a quaintly distilled asses-
ment, for the still casual reader, in italics. Finally come the facts on
some 35 other institutions for which evidence available this year, in
complaints, contacts or special studies, is too fragmentary to warrant a
reasonable evaluation.

First, then, a word from those who work for our parliamentary
SpPOnsSOrs.

A. Madness in Our Method

As usual, the office’s two operational services, Special Studies and
Complaints, marshal memories of labour pains they hope gave birth to
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results of interest. Then they scare off the browsing linguophile by print-
ing enough tables to regale a common-room full of Ph.D. candidates.

1. More Than Your Average Faith Healers: the Special Studies Gang

The Special Studies Service—the Commissioner’s constructively
inquisitive band of linguistic auditors and purveyers of “preventive
medicine”—combined initial scrutiny of many federal institutions with
tireless, if occasionally tiresome, follow-up and evaluation during the
21-month period under review.

The 14 institutions studied ranged from that omnipotent enemy
of patronage, the Public Service Commission, through the far-flung
and mighty Ministry of Transport, that bastion of grey-eyed sheiks
called the National Energy Board, the controlling and cost-curbing
Canadian Transport Commission, Canada’s horsemen of the linguistic
Apocalypse, the RCMP, to the “space makers” of the redoubtable
Public Works Department.

a) On the Move

This choice of agencies was not the result, as some might inno-
cently suppose, of random selection. The Commissioner’s decision to
examine measures taken by MOT, CTC, the St. Lawrence Seaway
Authority (and to a certain extent the Unemployment Insurance Com-
mission) to implement the Official Languages Act reflects a continued
concern with organizations dealing primarily with the travelling public.
The sustained interest in services offered to the itinerant Canadian and
kindred mobile users of federal institutions across the country and
around the world is, as noted in the three previous reports, stimulated
by Section 10 of the Act which accords that public a high priority.

b) Mens sana in corpore sano

But the legal primacy and geographical sweep of this important
segment of the public did not deny the need to consider other types of
service as well. The great human significance of both the Welfare
(studied in the previous reporting period) and Health Components of
the vast Department of National Health and Welfare asks no elabora-
tion. Nor, in an age of nascent consumerism, need one stress the wide
potential reach of the Department of Consumer and Corporate Affairs.
The Commissioner and his colleagues judged that these institutions
warranted priority treatment because they offer service, succour or
satisfying rationales to legions of grateful Canadians.
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¢) Quis custodes custodiet ?

Brooding over the work of others is often a thankless yet necessary
task. The regulatory roles of the Canadian Transport Commission and
the National Energy Board are of central importance in our continent-
spanning country where transportation and resource policies determine
much in the conduct of national affairs. The Commissioner and his
colleagues therefore chose these agencies for review because of their
pervasive influence (another of the five criteria listed in previous re-
ports). Examining them broadened our range of experience in the
niceties of departmental attempts to implement, or ingeniously circum-
vent, the Official Languages Act.

d) Everything Else Is Housekeeping

For many, the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation is one of the
major “nation-building” forces in Canada. When not tuned in to the
seductive offerings of American or rival private Canadian stations,
Canadians sce and hear CBC services during many of their waking
hours. But of special interest to our Office is the CBC’s “parallel”
bilingualism—the existence of two separate yet subtly interwoven net-
works. Our newly-launched study should help us learn how well the
Corporation succeeds in implementing the Official Languages Act
throughout its novel structure, particularly in the light of greatly
increasing demand for its French-language services.

e)  Ryan’s Other Daughter

Like the study of the Treasury Board Secretariat, surnmarized and
cruelly dissected in the Third Annual Report, the Public Service Com-
mission study was launched partly because of the complaint the editor
of Le Devoir sent the Commissioner on 18 October 1972. Consequently,
our focus was on the PSC’s role as a decisive agent of central initiatives
aimed at bringing the letter, spirit and intent of the Official Languages
Act to bear on staffing, career development, language training and allied
activities in which it is engaged singly or in collaboration with the
Treasury Board and client departments.

) Not by Bread Alone

The Department of Agriculture, and Industry, Trade and Commerce
deal with so much that is vital to Canadians that the Commissioner and
his colleagues thought it appropriate to see how well geared they are
to provide services in both languages and to allow their large, highly-
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trained staffs to use them as means of internal communication. This
study of ITC , to be completed during 1975, is in a sense complementary
to the previous review, undertaken in 1971-72, of the department’s
attempts to implement the Act in its activities abroad.

g) Our Brother's Keepers

But the Service’s interests were not entirely parochial. It also
launched a study of the Canadian International Development Agency —
the main channel of Canada’s efforts to help the Third World, This
agency’s work in fostering the use of our two official languages in serving
a world-wide public and in its internal operations at home and abroad
will be chronicled, for still unjaded readers, in our next Annual Report.

h) Language of Work: Can Johnny Really Read French?

Readers might have detected a recurring reference, in this brief
catalogue of new studies, to the languages of internal communication.
This matter is for the Special Studies Service a relatively recent pre-
occupation. More precisely this twin of the “language of service” aspect,
known to the growing group of official languages cognoscenti as the
language of work question, is an important new dimension added to all
but one of the studies launched during the 21-month period covered by
this report.

For many participants in, and observers of, the official languages
programme here is the rub. How can the equality of status which the
law gives both languages be translated into actual practice within the
180-0dd federal institutions? Some of the fruits of the Service’s initial,
modest experience in wrestling with this complex problem are displayed
below. Suffice it to say here that the Service has learnt much in this
short period to make it realize what a challenge to the ingenuity, imagin-
ation and goodwill of federal public servants the functional dialogue in
two demanding languages constitutes.

1) Can Your Boss Swear in English?

Apart from the close look the Service has been having at language
of work matters while conducting studies of departments and agencies,
the Commissioner has also asked it to conduct in 1975 a survey of
“graduates” of the government’s Language School to determine what use
they are actually making of their newly-acquired second-language skills.
The results could be of practical interest to Parliament, the executive
and the public; he will therefore publish our findings in the next Annual
Report. Preliminary work on this fascinating question is well underway.
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J) Bringing in the Sheaves: Follow-up

To report on a “harvest” is probably the ultimate self-indulgence.
It is particularly delicate to engage in that pastime when one is taking
stock of what has been cultivated—even if not planted—mainly by
others. Yet much of the Service’s energies in recent months has, for
both logic and credibility, been invested in the nagging, sometimes
niggling, and always painstaking, process of checking what precise action
has been taken on some 650 recommendations made by the Commis-
sioner to 24 federal institutions as a result of 42 studies. This follow-up
work, which included exchanges of correspondence, field trips, and
meetings at various levels, enabled the Service to keep abreast of new
developments and thereby help the Commissioner weigh the results of
his labour in the most recent-vintage vineyards of bilingualism.

Essential follow-up transactions, like the previous ones, are reflected
in the updated assessments in later pages. Below, for those impressed
by fancy if slightly tedious tables, one can peruse a cumulative list of
studies launched between 1 April 1970 and 31 December 1974.

TaBLe I.  Special Studies by the Office of the Commissioner of Official Languages

Completion

Study Launched Date
Minister’s Offices (Telephone Answering) 21/ /70 1970-71
Air Canada—Ottawa 9/10/70 1970-71
Ministry of Transport—Ottawa 13/10/70 1970-71
Ministry of Transport—Toronto 18/12/70 1970-71
National Museums of Canada 4/ 271 1970-71
National Capital Commission 5/ 2/M 1970-71
Royal Canadian Mounted Police 9/ 2/71 1971-72
Dominion Bureau of Statistics 17/ 2/71 1971-72
Department of National Defence—

Canadian Forces Base—Uplands 18/ 2/71 1971-72
Department of Public Works—OQOttawa 8/ 3/t 1971-72
Department of Manpower and

Immigration—Montreal 15/ 3/71 1971-72
Department of Public Works—Winnipeg 2/ 4N 19711-72
Department of Manpower and

Immigration—Winnipeg 22/ 4/71 1971-72
Eldorado Nuclear Limited 27} 41 1971-72
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation 27/ 4711 1971-72
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited 27/ 4/71 | Signsin 1971-72
Department of Communications 27/ 4/71 | National 1971-72
National Research Council of Canada 27/ 4f71 { Capital 1971-72
Department of Agriculture 27/ 4/71 | Region 1971-72
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 27/ 4/71 1971-72
Department of Energy, Mines and Resources 27/ 4/71 1971-72
Department of Manpower and

Immigration—Ottawa-Hull 2/ 5/ 1971-72
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TaBLE I.  Special Studies by the Office of the Commissioner of Official Languages

Completion
Study Launched Date
Department of External Affairs 12/ 5/71 3} Canadian 1971-72
Department of Industry, Trade Repre-

and Commerce 12/ 5/71 (sentation 1971-72
Department of Manpower and Immigration 12/ 5/71 ) Abroad 1971-72
Department of Indian Affairs and

Northern Development

(National and Historic Parks) 21/ 5/71 1971-72
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation 26/ 6/71 1971-72
Air Canada—London and Paris 9/ 8/71 1971-72
Farm Credit Corporation 21/ 9/71 1971-72
Air Canada 19/12/71 1971-72
Department of the Environment

(Atmospheric Environment Service) 12/ 1/1 1971-72
Department of National Revenue

(Custom & Excise) 17/12/71 1972-73
Statistics Canada—1976 Census 27/ 3/72 1972-73
Canadian National Railways 30/ 3/72 1972-73
Office of the Chief Electoral Officer 21/ 4/72 1972-73
Department of Indian Affairs and

Northern Development (Canals) 15/ 5/72 1972-73
Department of National Revenue 12/ 6772 1972-73
Post Office Department 12/ 6/72 1972-73
Unemployment Insurance Commission 12/ 6/72 1972-73
Department of Agriculture 12/ 6/72 1972-73
Department of the Environment 12/ 6/72 } Moncton 1972-73
Department of National Health and Welfare 12/ 6/72 1972-73
Department of Manpower and Immigration 13/ 6/72 1972-73
Air Canada 13/ 6/72 1972-73
Canadian National Railways 14/ 6/72 1972-73
Department of the Secretary of State—

Translation Bureau 19/ 6/72 1972-73
Department of National Revenue (Taxation) 28/ 6/72 1972-73
Department of National Health and Welfare

(Welfare Component) 25/10/72 1972-73
Post Office Department 27/10/72 1972-73
National Library 23/11/72 1972-73
National Arts Centre 6/12/72 1972-73
Treasury Board Secretariat 26/ 1/73 1972-73
Unemployment Insurance Commission 11/12/72 1973
Public Service Commission 7] 3/73 1974
Department of Public Works 24/ 8/73 1974
Ministry of Transport 27/ 9/73 1974
Canadian Transport Commission 2/11/72 1974
Royal Canadian Mounted Police 26/11/73 1974
Department of National Health and Welfare

{Health Component) 7/ 2/74 1974
National Energy Board 21/ 2/74 1974
St. Lawrence Seaway Authority 2/ 5174
Department of Consumer and Corporate Affairs 13/ 6/74
Language Use Survey (preparatory phase) 11/ 7/74
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 12/ 7/74
Department of Agriculture 14/ 8/74
Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce 14/ 8/74
Canadian International Development Agency 1/11/74
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2. The Ombudsman: a “Public Protector”, But Hardly a Cop

The primary role of the Complaints Service is to investigate
complaints the Commissioner receives from the public. The first three
annual reports contained details on the procedures followed during
investigations. The following information is provided as guidance for
those who wish to join the merry band of complainants.

a) Is Something Bothering You?

A complaint may be made by “any person or group of persons,
whether or not they speak or represent a group speaking the official
language the status or use of which is at issue” (Section 26(2) of the
Act). Thus it is not necessary to be a Canadian citizen or even a resi-
dent of Canada in order to file a complaint.

Moreover, an English-speaker may complain to the Commissioner
that the French language is not being respected in a federal agency,
and vice versa.

To date, group complaints have been submitted mainly by French-
language associations in the provinces, secking to promote French, or
by federal employees in a given sector of the Public Service who are
dissatisfied with the linguistic aspects of the working conditions imposed
upon them.

The complainant is not obliged to reveal his identity; he may
anonymously ask the Commissioner to investigate a complaint con-
cerning what in his opinion is an infringement of the Act. In this event,
the Complaints Officer will be unable to ask him for additional infor-
mation which would be useful during the investigation, and the Com-
missioner will not be able to inform him of the result.

Even if the complainant reveals his identity, it is the policy of
the Complaints Service to preserve his anonymity, unless it has be-
forehand obtained his authorization to act otherwise. Every precaution
is taken to prevent the complainant from being subjected to any possible
harm; this is particularly the case with federal employees who fear
reprisals on the part of their employers.

b) Various Categories of Pettifoggery

In principle, any complaint that concerns the status of English or
French in the administration of a federal institution is admissible.
Within certain limits, the Act imposes obligations upon federal insti-
tutions with respect to three types of publics: (a) the general public—
that referred to, for example, in Section 9; (b) the travelling public,
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mentioned in Section 10; and (c) federal employees, who as federal
employees may invoke Sections 2 and 39(4). In practice, however, the
Commissioner accepts all complaints submitted to him; those which
are not directly related to his mandate are investigated unofficially or
referred to the appropriate authorities. Acting in this manner, he hopes
to contribute to the promotion of bilingualism in the various spheres
of public life.

¢) If Necessary, Send Us a Carrier Pigeon

How can the complainant make himself heard? By letter, telephone,
telegram, a visit to the Commissioner’s office, or any other means he
considers suitable., He should, however, provide the Complaints Service
with sufficient information to enable the institution concerned to in-
vestigate and report on the matter as thoroughly as possible.

d) And for Those Who Like Statistics. . .

Breakdown of Complaints

TasLe 1. Number of Files by Period.

1970-73* 1973-74%*
(36 months) (21 months)
Opened 1,869 1,655%%=*
Closed 1,753 1,284 (78%)
Still active at the end of the period 116 371 (2%)

*Includes the 1970-71, 1971-72 and 1972-73 fiscal years. The figures are broken down
by fiscal year in the Third Annual Report.
**From April 1, 1973 to December 31, 1974,
***One of the 1,655 files that were opened contained complaints made by 91 different
persons on the same subject, which concerned the Canadian Broadcasting Corpoeration.

During its first three years of operations, the Complaints Service
received an average of 52 complaints per month, while during the 21
months covered by the present report, this average increased to 78.
The length of time devoted to an investigation depends on the nature
of the complaint. A number of files—particularly those dealing with
the language of work—required considerable effort. This is one reason
why the percentage of files that were still active was greater on January
1, 1975 (22) than on April 1, 1973 (12). A file is closed when the
Commissioner is satisfied that the requirements of the Act have been
respected. ‘
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In addition to the 1,655 complaints files that it opened during the
21 months, the Complaints Service opened about 80 files containing
requests for information.! Without wishing to submit complaints, the
correspondents wanted to obtain information on a variety of subjects.
Most requests concerned the federal administration: language tests
and training, the priority given to the official languages, the bilingnalism
premium, the status of other languages (section 38 of the Act), inter-
pretations of the Official Languages Act, the relationship between the
later and the directives of Treasury Board, translation problems, discrim-
ination, federal employees’ working conditions, and questions relating
to the language of service or the language of work. The other requests,
few in number, concerned the provinces, municipalities or private enter-
prise; for example, information was requested about Quebec’s Official
Language Act, labelling problems, elections, advertising and working
tools.

Tasre 2. Cumulative Total of Files

Opened 3,524
Closed 3,151*
Still active on January 1, 1975 373

*This number includes 114 of the 116 files that were still open on April 1, 1973,

Tasre 3. Files Opened in 1973-74 (21 months)

Complaints concerning specific federal institutions 1,441 (87%,)
Complaints not concerning specific federal institutions 214 (139,)

1,655 (1009%)

TasLE 4. Language of Complainants

197073 1973-74
(36 months) (21 months)
French 1,394 (759 1,376 (839
English 475 (259%) 279 (17%)
1,869 (1009,) 1,655 (100%)

* These requests concerned questions about which the Complaints Service, because
of the competence acquired by its officers while investigating complaints, was qualified
to provide adequate answers. In addition to dealing with these rather complex matters,
the Service, like the Office Secretariat, gave replies by telephone to a number of
requests for information,
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Comparison of the two periods shows that the percentage of
French-speakers submitting complaints has increased considerably in
relation to the percentage of English-speakers. This situation can no
doubt be explained by the fact that the Official Languages Act was
adopted for the purpose of elevating the status of French in an adminis-
tration where English predominated. Although more than five years
have passed since the Act came into force, the equality of status of the
two official languages is still not a reality, a fact which causes French-
speakers to remain somewhat pessimistic. Some of the complaints of
French-speaking persons have been transmitted by I’Association cana-
dienne-frangaise de ’Ontario or submitted by inhabitants of the West
or the Maritime provinces, who because of their minority situation are
more vigilant than other Canadians in drawing attention to infringe-
ments of the Act.

TaBLE 5. Methods of Submitting Complaints

1970-73 1973~74
(36 months) (21 months)

By letter 1,413 (75.6%) 1,201 (72.6%)
By telephone 258 (13.8%) 387 (23.4%)
In person 66 (3.6%) 25 (1.5%)
By referral 76 (4.0%) 22 (1.3%)
Other means (telegram, newspaper, note

and so forth) 56 (3.0%) 20 (1.2%)

1,869 (100.0%) 1,655 (100.0%)

Table 5 indicates that during the second period the number of
complaints received by telephone increased markedly in relation to
the number received by other methods—from 13 to 23%. This in-
crease is indicative of the Commissioner’s desire to facilitate the proc-
ess of submitting complaints: the complainant need not take the
trouble to write, but may submit his grievance by telephoning collect
during working hours in the country’s seven time zones. In some cases,
however, the complainant may fail to provide all relevant information,
thus making it necessary for the officer receiving the complaint to
communicate with him again in order to obtain additional details or
supporting documents.

Complaints submitted by referral are those which are first re-
ceived by another federal authority (or even a provincial authority) and
subsequently brought to the Commissioner’s attention. It should be
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added that the Commissioner occasionally agrees to investigate com-
plaints concerning federal institutions voiced in letters appearing in
newspapers.

TaBLE 6. Origin of Complaints—1973-74 (21 months)

Newfoundland 6 0.3%
Prince Edward Island 2 0.2%
Nova Scotia 31 1.9%
New Brunswick 72 4,49,
Quebec 450 27.2%
Ontario 898 54.29,
Manitoba 31 1.99,
Saskatchewan 28* 1.7%,
Alberta 82 5.09%,
British Columbia 44 2.29%,
Yukon and Northwest Territories 1 0.19,
Other countries 10 0.9%
(Belgium, France, South Africa, United
States)
1,655 100.09%,

*One of the 28 files contained 91 complaints of the same type, submitted by different
persons.

Taere 7. Origin of Complaints (cumulative)

1970-73 1973-74
(36 months) (21 months) Total
% % %
Newfoundland 3 0.2 6 0.3 9 0.3
Prince Edward Island 18 1.0 2 0.2 20 0.6
Nova Scotia 33 1.8 31 1.9 64 1.8
New Brunswick 94 5.0 72 4.4 166 4.7
Quebec 463  24.7 450 27.2 913 25.9
Ontario 713 38.0 898 54.2 1,611  45.7
Manitoba 227 12.1 31 1.9 258 7.3
Saskatchewan 96 5.1 28% 1.7 124 3.5
Alberta 164 8.7 82* 5.0 246 7.0
British Columbia 41 2.2 44 2.2 85 2.4
Yukon and Northwest
Territories 3 0.2 1 0.1 4 0.1
Other countries 14 0.1 10 0.9 24 0.7

(Austria, Belgium, Britain,
Chile, France, Pakistan,
Senegal, South Affrica,
United States)

1,869 100.0 1,655 100.0 3,524 100.0

*During the second period, the number of complaints from the Prairie provinces de-
creased appreciably: a number of complaints concerning the Department of Manpower and
Immigration and the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation had been submitted during the
first period.
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The fact that a considerable number of complaints originated in
Ontario is largely due to the fact that this province includes a significant
part of the National Capital Region (to date only “bilingual district”),
where most of the federal departments and agencies have their head-
quarters. The inhabitants of this region, whether they are federal em-
ployees or not, are more aware of the problems inherent in bilingualism
and are consequently more strongly motivated to invoke the Official
Languages Act.

TasLE 8. Receipt of Complaints—Distribution by Month (1973-74)

Number of
Complaints
Received Cumulative

during Month Total

1973  April 88 88
May 113 201
June 86 287
July 78 365
August 76 441
September 83 524
October 83 607
November 64 671
December 44 715
1974 January 30 795
February 71 866
March 108 974
April 98 1,072
May 87 1,159
June 66 1,225
July 70 1,295
August 45 1,340
September 79 1,419
October 92 1,511
November 63 1,575
December 80 1,655

Complaints Concerning Specific Federal Institutions—1973-74
(21 Months)

TaBLE 9. Language of Complainants

French 1,216 (84%)
English 225 (16%,)
1,441 (100%)
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During the 1972-73 fiscal year, of 834 complaints concerning
specific federal institutions, 607 had been submitted by French-speakers
and 227 by English-speakers. The percentage of French-speakers thus
rose from 73 to 84, while the percentage of English-speakers dropped
from 27 to 16. It should be mentioned that during 1972-73 more than
a hundred files were opened relating to complaints received from English-
speaking public servants concerning the designation of bilingual positions
in Winnipeg and Edmonton by the Department of Manpower and
Immigration. On the other hand, during 1973-74, only a single file
was opened for 91 complaints concerning the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation submitted by some Saskatchewan French-speakers.

TasLE 10. Nature of Complaints Investigated

Language of Service 1,169 (88%,)
Language of Work 161 (129,

1,330* (100%)

*In most cases, the institution concerned was notified of the impending investigation, in
compliance with Section 27 of the Act. A number of these files were still active on January 1,
1975,

TasLe 11. Federal Institutions Cited in Complaints

1970-73 1973-74
(36 months) (21 months) Total

Agriculture 15 14 29
Air Canada 109 117 226
Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. 2 2 4
Auditor General - 1 2 3
Bank of Canada 3 2 5
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 177 75 252
Canadian Consumer Council 0 1 1
Canadian Film Development Corporation 0 1 1
Canadian International Development Agency 5 7 12
Canadian Livestock Feed Board 0 1 1
Canadian National Railways 87 90 177
Canadian Overseas Telecommunications

Corporation 0 1 1
Canadian Pension Commission 1 2 3
Canadian Radio-Television Commission 4 5 9
Canadian Transport Commission 3 2 5
Canadian Wheat Board 2 1 3
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation 7 7 14
Chief Electoral Officer 17 18 35
Commissioner of Official Languages 4 2 6
Communications 17 16 33
Company of Young Canadians 1 0 1
Consumer and Corporate Affairs 10 13 23
Crown Assets Disposal Corporation 0 2 2
Defence Construction (1951) Ltd. 0 3 3
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Federal Institutions Cited in Complaints (Continued)

Economic Council of Canada
Energy, Mines and Resources
Environment

External Affairs

Farm Credit Corporation
Federal Court

Federal Electoral Boundaries Commission

for Ontario
Finance
Food Prices Review Board
Governor General

Indian Affairs and Northern Development

Industry, Trade and Commerce

Information Canada

Insurance (Depariment of)

Joint Parliamentary Committee on the
Constitution

Justice

Labour

Manpower and Immigration

Medical Research Council

Metric Commission

Ministers’ Offices

National Arts Centre

National Capital Commission

National Defence

National Film Board

National Harbours Board

National Health and Welfare

National Library

National Museums

National Research Council of Canada

National Revenue—Customs and Excise

National Revenue—Taxation

Northern Canada Power Commission

Northern Transportation Co. Ltd.

Olympic Coins 1976

Parliament

Polymer (Polysar)

Post Office

Privy Council Office

Public Archives

Public Service Commission

Public Works

Regional Economic Expansion

Royal Canadian Mint

St. Lawrence Seaway Authority

Science Council of Canada

Science and Technology

Secretary of State

Solicitor General
(1) Royal Canadian Mounted Police
(2) Canadian Penitentiary Service
(3) National Parole Board
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Federal Institutions Cited in Complaints (Continued)

1970-73 1973-74
(36 months) (21 months) Total

Statistics Canada 85 13 98
Supply and Services 20 31 St
Supreme Court of Canada 0 1 1
Tax Review Board 1 0 1
Transport 68 55 123
Treasury Board 9 14 23
Unemployment Insurance Commission 29 37 66
Urban Affairs 1 2 3
Veterans Affairs 8 10 18
Yukon Territorial Government 1 1 2

1,550 1,441 2,991

The nine institutions that “earned” the greatest number of com-
plaints form the following honour roll:

Since April 1, 1970 1973-74
(57 months) (21 months)
Number Rank Number Rank

Post Office 262 1 156 1
Air Canada 226 4 117 2
Manpower and Immigration 253 2 93 3
Canadian National Railways 177 ) 90 4
Public Service Commission 145 6 79 s
National Defence 143 7 75 6
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 252 3 75 6
Transport 123 8 55 8
National Revenue (Taxation) 87 9 43 9

It should be noted that the federal institutions that were the subject
of the greatest number of complaints during the 1973-74 period are
those which generally have frequent contact with the public:

(a) The Post Office Department operates about 10,000 offices through-
out the country;

(b) Air Canada, Canadian National Railways and the Department of
Transport serve hundreds of thousands of travellers;

(¢) The Department of Manpower and Immigration and the Depart-
ment of National Defence serve a large clientele and have a sizeable
staff; there were therefore a number of complaints concerning the lan-
guage of service and the language of work;

(d) The Public Service Commission deals with federal employees and
candidates for employment in the Public Service;

(e) The Canadian Broadcasting Corporation has not yet met the needs
of French-speaking minorities; and
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(f) The Department of National Revenue (Taxation) sometimes
aggravates taxpayers’ pain by not always communicating with them in
the official language of their choice.

The quality of the co-operation received from these departments
and agencies by the Office of the Commissioner during the investigation
of complaints varies from ratings of excellence to mediocre, as can be
seen in the evaluations that appear later in this report. A comparison
of the two periods reveals a certain continuity in the position occupied
on the honour roll, with three exceptions: Air Canada moved from
fourth place to second, because its directives regarding bilingualism
were not followed sufficiently; the Department of Manpower and Im-
migration dropped one place lower, since in 1972-73 more than a
hundred complaints had been submitted concerning the designation of
bilingual positions in Winnipeg and Edmonton; the CBC markedly im-
proved its position, owing to the fact that before April 1, 1973 the
Complaints Service had opened about 200 files on complaints made by
French-speaking minority groups in Saskatchewan and Alberta, while in
1973-74 a single file was opened containing 91 complaints originat-
ing in Zenon Park, Saskatchewan.

TasLe 12. Complaints Concerning Specific Federal Institutions from Federal Em-
ployees (as Federal Employees), Including Employees of Crown Corporations and
Members of the Armed Forces—1973-74 (21 months)

French-speakers 73 (54%)
English-speakers 61 (46%)

134 (100%,)

Most complaints submitted by federal employees (as federal em-
ployees) concerned the language of work. Table 13 indicates the nature
of the complaints that may be included under this heading. Some of the
complaints, however, related to discrimination problems: in such cases
the complainant was advised to address his grievance to the Anti-
discrimination Branch of the Public Service Commission.

TasLE 13. Nature of Complaints Concerning Specific Federal Institutions from
Federal Employees (as Federal Employees)—1973-74 (21 months)

French-speakers  English-speakers

Language tests 3 8
Language courses 3 30

Competitions, appointments, duties,
designation of language requirements 29 19
Working conditions 51 6
86 63
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The number of French-speakers and English-speakers in tables 12
and 13 is not the same, because some complaints on behalf of federal
employees (as federal employees) were submitted by persons other
than federal employees. Subsequent to directives issued by Treasury
Board during the 21 months covered by the present report, it is under-
standable that a greater number of English-speakers than French-
speakers complained of not being able to enrol in language courses—
for example, those who were participating in cyclical French courses
had to yield priority to those occupying positions that had been desig-
nated bilingual. On the other hand, a number of French-speakers com-
plained that the Public Service Commission did not respect their lan-
guage preferences during interviews on the occasions of competitions.
Several English-speakers protested the fact that their positions had been
identified as bilingual by their department and Treasury Board. With
regard to working conditions, the majority of French-speaking com-
plainants did not like, for example, to have memoranda sent to them in
English. A number were employed in French-language units but were
unable to communicate in French with the head office or with other
regional offices in their department.

Complaints Not Concerning Specific Federal Institutions—
1973-74 (21 months)

TasLe 14. Breakdown by Categories

Bilingualism policy 2%
Education 23*
Foreign government 1
Members of Parliament 8
Municipal governments 8
Private enterprise 89
Provinces 52
Public service unions and associations 9
Telephone companies 22
214

*Thq Office’s Secretariat also answered many requests for information on these
topics.

Most of the complaints listed in Table 14 were referred to the
appropriate authorities. In a number of cases, the latter informed the
Commissioner of the nature of the replies which they had sent directly
to the correspondents, or which they wished the Commissioner to
transmit to them.

e) How We Are Saving Paper This Year

The reader of the Third Annual Report will have noticed the variety
of subjects involved in the complaints investigated during the 1972-73
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fiscal year; although 109 summaries had been omitted from the list of
complaints concerning specific federal institutions, the reading matter
was nevertheless abundant.

In the present report—even though it covers 21 months of activities
—certain specific criteria were applied to limit the choice of summaries.!
First, there are summaries of complaints which resulted in the formula-
tion of recommendations. During the 21 months, the Complaints Service,
in the course of investigating 149 complaints, made 184 recommenda-
tions relative to 38 federal institutions. These complaints may be classi-
fied in the following manner: 123 concerned the language of service
and 26 concerned the language of work. Six complaints involving four
institutions resulted in recommendations which were still under study
on January 1, 1975. The Commissioner’s recommendations were brought
to the attention of the Clerk of the Privy Council, who in turn referred
them to the Treasury Board.

In the next category are summaries of complaints which did not
result in recommendations but are likely to interest the reader for a
variety of reasons:

(a) admissible complaints in response to which the Commissioner or
his officers gave effective personal assistance to a specific individual,
either to improve his working conditions or to obtain a service;

(b) inadmissible complaints where a referral or intervention on the
part of the Commissioner had results which contributed to the advance-
ment of institutional bilingualism in the provinces or in private enter-
prise;

(c) complaints where the interpretation of a section of the Act is
clarified, the scope of a section is broadened, or a new dimension is
considered. Such cases are rather uncommon, since most complaints
of this nature resulted in recommendations;

(d) noteworthy complaints about the language of work, particularly
those which concern oral and written communications between federal
employees; and

(e) complaints that have given rise to significant reforms indicative of
initiative on the part of certain departments and agencies.

Complaints of which summaries do not appear are mecntioned
briefly in small type under the heading of each department or agency;
the entry gives the file number, a concise description of the nature of
the complaint, the place where the complaint originated and the result
of the Commissioner’s intervention. The terminology used in describing
this result requires further explanation.

(a) corrective measures: in a great number of cases, the federal institu-
tion concerned made the decision to correct the situation as soon as the
complaint was brought to its attention;

* A summary is prepared when a file is closed.
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(b) withdrawal: in a few rather rare cases, the complainant withdrew
his complaint or did not respond to a request for information essential
to the investigation;

(¢) unfounded: the Commissioner, after examining the versions of the
complainant and the institution concerned, came to the conclusion that
there had been no infringement of the Act;

(d) explanations: here, the institution concerned attempted to explain
why it had not respected what the complainant or the Commissioner
considered to be requirements of the Act. In some cases, these explana-
tions were valid. In others, they amounted to excuses based on over-
sight, omissions or errors; this was too often the case with Air Canada,
which, although it had a bilingual capacity, had failed io make use
of it on numerous flights; ‘

(e) special study: in some cases, when the complaint dealt with a
situation already being examined by the Special Studies Service, the
investigation was conducted jointly by the two services;

(f) referral: when the complaint was clearly beyond the Commissioner’s
terms of reference, it was referred to the appropriate provincial, muni-
cipal or other authorities; and

(g) service rendered: even though the complaint was inadmissible, the
Commissioner sought to help the correspondent find a solution to his
problem; it might, for example, be a matter of “helping out” a federal
employee who had a grievance against the implementation of the
bilingualism programme.

B. A Bilingual Beadeker for the Hurried, and Possibly Worried,
Gourmet

The following gastronomic guide seeks to help the hungry lover of
languages to digest quickly the tasty or foul dishes of this year’s most
prominent establishments on the B. and B. menu.

W Superb cuisine for the most discriminating of bilingual
palates.

(Unfortunately, none of the restaurants visited this
yvear deserved three stars, our symbol for excellence in
bilingual gastronomy. The recipes that certain master
chefs are concocting, however, allow us to hope that
next year some of Ottawa’s more elegant watering
holes may well merit this dubious and arbitrary dis-
tinction.)

55



@3¢

56

Good all-round fare, with several outstanding French
and English dishes. If time permits, worth a furtive
little side-trip.

Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation
Farm Credit Corporation

National Arts Centre

National Capital Commission

National Defence

National Library

Public Service Commission

Secretary of State

Unpretentious, solid linguistic nourishment, but don’t
ask for anything fancy.

Chief Electoral Officer

Indian Affairs and Northern Development
Information Canada

Manpower and Immigration

National Museums of Canada

National Revenue (Taxation)

Generally bland meals for the diet-conscious: possibly
helpful for the ulcer-afflicted, but hardly for the con-
noisseur.

Agriculture

Communications



External Affairs
Environment

National Research Council
Parliament

Supply and Services
Treasury Board

Unemployment Insurance Commission

, Bilingual service & la Cafeteria—an erratic level of
culinary performance, depending on the chef's whims.

Air Canada

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation

Canadian National

Industry, Trade and Commerce

National Health and Welfare

National Revenue (Customs and Excise)
Royal Canadian Mounted Police

Statistics Canada

z{é Greasy spoons with a bitter aftertaste of bilingual sour
% grapes. Avoid at all costs, unless you're heavily equip-
ped with Tums and/or Bromo Seltzer.

Post Office
Public Works

Transport
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C. The Top Thirty on the B. and B. Hit Parade (from Rocketman
to Rock Bottom)

The following pages offer frank, but one hopes friendly, assess-
ments of 34 departments and agencies whose dealings with us in com-
plaints, special studies and other contacts gave us enough information
to hazard a rough judgement on their linguistic zeal. The part on each
institution begins with a capsule “evaluation™ in italics, and continues
with more supporting evidence than the average reader may care to
peruse but which may prove useful to specialists in Parliament and in the
institutions themselves.

AGRICULTURE—“Green, Green, the Grass is Green”

EVALUATION

The Department has avoided many complaints by its sustained toil
in tilling the fields of bilingualism. It quickly weeded out the 14
complaints made against if, and has partly implemented the only
remaining recommendation (about forms) resulting from our special
study (Third Annual Report 1972-73) of the Moncton district office.
Nevertheless, certain complaints against the Institute of Veterinary
Research in Hull suggest that the Department might try artificial in-
semination in preparing a more fertile womb to implant French
as a language of work. A systematic study, recently launched, of the
Department’s whole national operations should allow a much more
interesting assessment next year than the above somewhat random
harvest.

Forms designed for external use at the Moncton district office
were now bilingual and those used internally would be bilingual by
March 1976. Meanwhile, our Office has launched a new special study
of the Department of Agriculture. This study will examine the whole
department on a national basis and will seek to determine the extent
to which it meets the requirements of the Official Languages Act with
respect to both language of service to the public and language of
internal communication.

COMPLAINTS

File No. 1706—“The Diseases and Plagues”

A correspondent drew the Commissioner’s attention to Regula-
tion 38 of the Pest Control Products Regulations which came into
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force on 25 November 1972: it called for the information on every
label of such products to be in either the English or the French
language or both. The writer was of the opinion that, to protect Cana-
dian consumers and to comply with the provisions, spirit and intent of
the Official Languages Act, the regulations should require either the
labels to be bilingual or else one to be affixed in English and one
in French.

The Department of Agriculture stated that the present Regulation
38 was carried over from the old regulation governing language of label-
ling requirements and would be superseded when new regulations under
Section 18 of the Consumer Packaging and Labelling Act, administered
by the Department of Consumer and Corporate Affairs, were promul-
gated. It added that such regulations were apparently in a draft stage and
that it was not expected that bilingual labelling woud be a requirement
of the Consumer Packaging and Labelling Act until 1975.

The Commissioner asked the Department of Consumer and Cor-
porate Affairs about the status of the proposed Consumer Packaging
and Labelling Regulations and learned that the draft regulations were
being discussed with consumer and trade associations. He also learned
that the effective date for bringing labels into full compliance with the
new regulations, including the proposed bilingual labelling requirements,
would be some two years after the promulgation of the regulations. How-
ever, since the Governor in Council had already made bilingual labelling
a mandatory requirement under the Hazardous Products (Hazardous
Substances) Regulations, the Commissioner recommended to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture that Regulation 38 of the Pest Control Products
Regulations be amended to provide for mandatory bilingual labelling.

The Department of Agriculture maintained its original position on
the matter. Since Regulation 38 of the Pest Control Products Regula-~
tions concerned the private sector rather than federal institutions,
the Commissioner concluded that its provisions did not contravene
the Official Languages Act, and he informed the correspondent accord-

ingly.

File No. 2055 —FEnglish Folder

A parent complained that the Department had included in a
“Student Mailbag”, which was sent to thousands of students in English-
language schools, a unilingual English folder entitled “We have to get
pests before they get us”.

The Department informed the Commissioner that the French ver-
sion entitled “C’est eux ou nous” was to be distributed to CEGEPS and
universities in Quebec in September 1973, The Department had delayed
distribution because it was unable to obtain mailing lists from these
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institutions and had to negotiate with the Quebec departments of
Agriculture and Education. In the fall of 1973, the Quebec Department
of Education undertook to distribute the folders.

The Commissioner recommended that the Department of Agricul-
ture carefully check its mailing lists to make sure that French-speaking
students attending English-language schools (and vice versa) always
receive government publications in the official language of their choice.

File No. 2634 —Sixteen Memoranda in English

A French-speaking government employee working at the Animal
Diseases Research Institute sent the Commissioner copies of 18 memo-
randa, of which 16 were in English only and two were bilingual, He
expressed his concern at such disregard for French-speaking civil
servants,

The Department first acknowledged the right of French-speakers
to be served in their own language. It then added that it was not always
convenient to wait for the official translation when urgent notices had
to be sent to employees, but that normally notices were sent in both
official languages.

Meanwhile, the Commissioner had received further copies of
memoranda in English only and pointed out to the Department that
these did not seem to deal with urgent matters.

He therefore recommended that the Department take the necessary
steps to ensure that messages addressed to all personnel be distributed
at the same time in both official languages.

The Department reported that it had taken such steps, in accord-
ance with its policy on bilingualism. The Deputy Minister of Agri-
culture had issued directives on the subject to all Department heads.

File No. 3103 —Brochures Not Available in French

A French-speaking person informed the Commissioner that a num-
ber of works published in 1973 by the Department’s Economics Branch
were not available in French. Among others, he cited the brochures
entitled Selected Agricultural Statistics for Canada and The Tender
Fruit Industry in Canada.

The Department first indicated to the Commissioner that after the
brochure entitled Selected Agricultural Statistics for Canada had been
sent to the translation service, a part of the text had been lost, a break-
down in communications had occurred and in the end the French version
had never been completed. By the time this situation became evident,
the statistics were already out of date; it was then decided that there
was little point in publishing the French version of a brochure which
had long been in print in English.
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Since a summary of the brochure entitled The Tender Fruit
Industry in Canada had appeared in both official languages in Canadian
Farm Economics, the Department had considered it unnecessary to
publish a translation of the full text.

The Economics Branch had the same year published a series of
studies in English ounly, entitled Prairie Regional Studies. The Depart-
ment, believing that demand for the publications would come exclusively
from the English-speaking public, had concluded that it was unneces-
sary to have them translated. In support of this position, it pointed out
that the officer in charge of answering requests from the public had
received no requests from the French-speaking public in this regard.

In spite of the circumstances which had led the Department to
decide not to publish the French version of Selected Agricultural Sta-
tistics for Canada, and considering that the publication in English
only of a brochure for public use constituted an infringement of the
Official Languages Act, the Commissioner recommended that the
Department take all steps necessary to ensure that all documents
intended for the public appear simultaneously in English and French.
With regard to the public distribution of a summary of the brochure
The Tender Fruit Industry in Canada, the Commissioner reminded
the Department that if it provided French-speakers with an abridge-
ment in French rather than a text equivalent to the English-language
publication, it would not be meeting the statutory requirement of equal
rights and privileges for the two official languages.

The Commissioner told the Department it had taken the easy way
out by maintaining that there was no public demand for the Prairie
Regional Studies series in French. To comply with the spirit of the Offi-
cial Languages Act, the Department, like other federal institutions, had
to create bilingual services, publicize them and offer them to the public.
In this context, the supply in effect creates the demand.

Wishing to conform to the spirit and the letter of the Official
Languages Act, the Department informed the Commissioner that:

1) The brochure Selected Agricultural Statistics for Canada had
been revised and published in English and French. The 1975 edition
would also be bilingual.

2) The third printing of The Tender Fruit Industry in Canada
was available in English and French.

With regard to the Prairie Regional Studies series, the Depart-
ment stressed that the publications dated back to 1966 and were
designed to serve as references for work involving specific regions.
They were now out of date.
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The Department added that in future, it intended to proceed on
the principle that unless there were indications to the contrary, it
should be presumed that a demand existed.

FILE NO.

PLACE

NATURE OF COMPLAINT

DISPOSITION

1582

2099

2120

2122

2153

2849

2859

2917

2927

Ottawa

Ottawa

Montreal

Montreal

Ottawa

Ottawa

Ottawa

Ottawa

Ottawa

Language requirements for position of
veterinarian at managerial level

Street signs are in English only at the
Experimental Farm.

Unilingual English document used to
identify inspected merchandise in CN
railway cars.

English reply to a French-speaking cor-
respondent,

Lack of representation of French-speak-
ing element among the Veterinary
Services.

The wife of a civil servant claims that
her husband’s chances for promotion
are curtailed because he cannot learn
French.

Language requirements for a position
altered after competition announced
without corresponding change of
closing date.

Unilingua! English poster displayed in
federal building.

A bilingual employee claims he is not
being promoted because he is the on-
ly one in his section that can offer
services in French.

Not justified

Rectified

Rectified

Rectified

Explanation
offered

Withdrawn

Rectified

Rectified

Not justified

AIR CANADA-—“Come Fly With Me, Come Fly, Come Fly”

EVALUATION
Air Canada has at last taken off for the fun-filled land of official

languages, while keeping its corporate safety belt, of course, prudently
buckled. Although “getting there is half the fun”, members of the public
are still flown there, contrary to their linguistic preference, far too often
in English, and not nearly enough in French.
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In general, Air Canada does not yet offer, except in a hit-and-miss
way, its services in both official languages; travellers continue to com-
plain about the absence of person-to-person service in their preferred
official language, on the ground and in the air. A large majority of the
101 complaints received during the period under review touch upon
unilingual announcements at airports and on flights, and on the absence
of service in French at Air Canada ticket counters in different cities.
Air Canada tried to explain these complaints by invoking budgetary
limits, operational and other constraints posed by collective agree-
ments, staff forgetting to offer service in the second official language,
and so on.

In spite of these sombre realities, Air Canada has begun to gear
up for reform. Some changes affect bilingual signs, notice boards,
printed materials, a variety of language training courses and a few
retention programmes, recruiting of bilingual as well as unilingual staff,
and in-flight manuals with instructions on bilingualism. A mixed
approach of man and machine (tape recordings) for ground an-
nouncements was introduced in late February 1975 at a number of
airports.

In its efforts toward acquiring suitable staff for providing service
to the public, Air Canada has also made progress: out of a thousand
flight attendants hired between the fall of 1973 and the spring of 1974,
530 are bilingual; the airline expects that of new recruits hired between
the fall of 1974 and the spring of 1975, 80 per cent will be bilingual.
Last, but not least, Air Canada states that it expects to have at least
one bilingual attendant on all flights by the summer of 1975. This long-
overdue assurance, while welcome, still falls unacceptably short of guar-
anteeing French-speaking passengers (especially in the multi-cabin
dircraft making up most of the company’s fleet) the same automatic
Service in their language that English-speaking passengers expect, and
get, on virtually all flights.

As further evidence of its commitment to bilingualism, Air Canada
(as recently as February 19, 1975) advanced the following: even though
“airlines around the world are being buffeted by soaring costs—particu-
larly for fuel,” and in spite of the airline's loss in 1974 “of something in
the order of 89 million,” the airline “budgeted approximately $950,500
for the direct cause of developing institutional bilingualism. Efforts were
accelerated during the course of the vyear and expenditures actually
came in at about $1,108,000. Excluded in these amounts are the ‘hidden
costs’ of doing business in the two languages. For 1975, expenditures
are budgeted at about the same level, or well over $1,000,000.” One
trusts that such an impressive investment will lead to results less hidden
than certain costs.
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The company cites employees’ lack of co-operation and motivation,
and resistance (notwithstanding its efforts to inform employees—see
evidence below) as the primary factors responsible for slow progress
in implementing several of our special studies and complaints recom-
mendations, particularly those concerning system-wide provision of
services automatically in both official languages. As for such allegations
that employees could be thwarting Air Canada’s efforts to fly faster
bilingually, one suspects that if this were indeed true (and nothing
proves it is), the fault might lie rather with timid and unimaginative
leadership by management. The latter’s more open and regular con-
sultations with unions in recent months leave hope that a happier mood
for linguistic reform may be developing, with long-term results that
should make such discouraging assessments as this one unnecessary.

Air Canada claims that its corporate policy and guidelines recog-
nize that “demand for bilingual service exists at all stations served” by
the airline, but the nature of the large majority of the complaints shows
that this corporate promise is far from finding full expression—at ticket
office and airport counters, and on flights. Somewhere between the cor-
porate policy and the front lines of operations, there seems to be a
stumbling block. Even if that is due to the decentralized nature of man-
agement, ultimately the headquarters alone is accountable to Parlia-
ment.

Ottawa Study

The Commissioner made four recommendations to Air Canada as
a result of this study in 1970. These recommendations covered the
bilingual appearance of premises and publicity, bilingual flight an-
nouncements, and the provision of service in both official languages at
Air Canada airport counters and ticket offices in the Ottawa region. Air
Canada reported in June 1973 that it considered all four recommenda-
tions implemented. A follow-up tour of Canadian airports in October
1973 confirmed that signs at Ottawa International Airport were bilin-
gual, but announcements were not always made in both official lan-
guages. As a result of the staff collective agreement made in December
1973, Air Canada now has personnel available to make flight announce-
ments in both official languages.

Despite Air Canada’s belief that all four recommendations were
implemented, complaints were received relating to lack of service auto-
matically in both official languages at both the Ottawa ticket office and
the Ottawa International Airport, and the display of a unilingual notice
at the latter.
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London and Paris Airports Study

Few recommendations were made as a result of a 1972 study of
Air Canada’s compliance with the Official Languages Act at airports in
London and Paris and, by November 1974, few were fully implemented.
With regard to the two rcommendations concerning visual aspects of
bilingualism, the corporation reported that Air Canada signs and in-
scriptions at both airports were bilingual and that directives from head-
quarters regulated their approach to the implementation of the second
recommendation that, by June 1972, printed matter emanating from

Air Canada or other Canadian federal institutions be displayed in both
official languages.

Air Canada stated that service to the public in both official lan-
guages at all public contact stations at Heathrow airport was available
on request. Unless service is provided automatically in both official
languages, equality of status of both languages cannot be respected.
Although an additional ten Air Canada employees at Heathrow received

language training in 1974, the linguistic competenec of agents remained
undetermined.

Telephone identification and listings in both official languages still
poses problems for Air Canada. The corporation instructed employees
to greet callers in both official languages, but as local clients com-
plained, this practice was discontinued. Air Canada requested telephone
listings in both French and English in Paris and London directories;
such listings will appear in the next edition of the Paris telephone direc-
tory, but the corporation stated that it had been unable, so far, to ob-
tain approval for bilingual listings in London.

Headquarters Study

This Office made 34 recommendations to Air Canada in May 1972
resulting from a study of the corporation’s systemwide implementation
of its bilingual programme. Air Canada cited employees’ lack of coopera-
tion and motivation as the primary factors responsible for slow progress
in implementing several of the Commissioner’s recommendations, par-
ticularly those involving systemwide provision of services automatically
in both official languages. The corporation made attempts to comply
with the recommendation that every effort be made to develop attitudes
and create an environment conducive to Air Canada’s full compliance
with the Official Languages Act. To this end, meetings with airline
unions were held, language courses were provided, basic training courses
and special courses for “incharge” flight personnel stressed employees’
obligations under the Act. In addition, the internal newsletter Horizon
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published a synopsis of the corporation’s bilingual policy, guidelines for
its implementation, and other related articles and information to stimu-
late employee cooperation. Air Canada stated that, a great deal of
resistance seemed to thwart corporation plans and procedures for imple-
menting our recommendations. Full implementation of all recommenda-
tions will depend, to a large extent, on Air Canada management’s ability
to instill a more positive attitude in its employees.

Though Air Canada reported that it had large numbers of bilingual
staff, deployment of personnel did not result in systemwide availability
and provision of service to the public in both official languages, nor did
bilingual emplovees offer service to the public automatically in English
and French. Air Canada identified bilingual positions at each base and
office for almost all staff categories, although the language competence
of some categories remained unknown. No specific inducements were
offered to bilingual employees to transfer to locations where a capacity
in both official languages was required, nor has Air Canada arrived at a
system for ensuring that flights have the necessary bilingual capacity
to serve the public in both languages. Air Canada obtained union agree-
ment to have 100% bilingual coverage on internal Quebec flights,
and at least one bilingual attendant on all domestic flights and on several
international services originating, transiting or terminating in Montreal
and Ottawa; a bilingual capacity on all such flights was not, however,
always provided. Air Canada stated that it expected to have at least one
bilingual attendant on all its flights by summer 1975. This “at-least-one”
standard does not seem to be the solution; complaints show that, in
spite of all efforts, in-flight complements frequently turn out to be totally
unilingual, invariably English. Also, one bilingual flight attendant can
face delightful difficulties trying to be in two or three sections of the
aircraft at the same time.

Air Canada has made progress in its recruitment of bilingual staff
and maintained that it had experienced no difficulties. Between Fall
1973 and Spring 1974, 530 out of a thousand flight attendants hired
were bilingual and Air Canada expected 80% of the new recruits hired
between Fall 1974 and Spring 1975 to be bilingual. The corporation
made efforts to recruit bilingual staff in English-speaking Canada, and
showed foresight in introducing a pilot project in British Columbia
to encourage students to learn French prior to seeking employment
with Air Canada. The corporation did not intend to intensify recruitment
of bilinguals from Quebec which has the largest supply “without sacri-
ficing its obligation to provide employment opportunities for Canadians
from all regions of the country”.

Air Canada was slow in responding to recommendations concern-
ing language training but has now introduced a variety of courses for
different categories of personnel. The corporation has not yet tested all
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self-assessed bilingual employees but plans to do so over the next three
years. By 1976, information on language competence will be placed in
its Personnel Information System. The corporation also established
language retention programmes in a few locations and intends to have
them in other locations throughout Canada during 1975.

With regard to the more visual aspects of bilingualism, this Office
recommended that, by November 1972, all public use forms be rendered
bilingual; Air Canada reported that this would be completed in 1975.
At all locations in Canada the target date for rendering signs bilingual
was March 1973; as of November 1974, a few signs remained unilingual
as did a few rubber stamps and calling cards. Air Canada reported that
“published invitations to tender are now bilingual and all subsequent
documentation is processed bilingually”, and that all public relations
material is published in both official languages. The corporation stated
that advertising and promotional material is produced in the language
of the market to which it is addressed.

Air Canada reported progress in the field of translation, with
permanent translators based in various Canadian locations; it is not
certain, however, whether staff members who are not trained trans-
lators continue to undertake translation over and above their normal
duties.

Recommendations covering public-contact aspects of bilingualism
needed much more attention. Air Canada’s monitoring system revealed
that airport announcements were made in both languages when airports
were adequately staffed with bilinguals, and that in-flight announcements
were consistently made in both languages. Follow-up visits by my col-
leagues in November/December 1974 and evidence in the form of com-
plaints, pointed to the contrary. Indeed, owing to the large volume of
complaints in this area, in June 1974 we recommended the use of
recorded bilingual announcements. Air Canada accepted this practice
for Western region where a shortage of bilinguals existed, and on cer-
tain types of aircraft. (For more details on this recommendation see
summary below.)

Air Canada experienced difficulty in implementing the recommen-
dation relating to telephone identification and information; although the
company instructed employees to answer the telephone in both lan-
guages, it could not guarantee that they would do so. Rather than teach
unilingual employees phrases in a second language enabling them to
transfer calls to agents with the second language capability, Air Canada
preferred to send the maxzimum number of employees on language
training; the corporation believed this method would also develop a
more positive and co-operative attitude towards bilingualism. Although
Air Canada finds this alternative method more satisfactory, the fact
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remains that members of the public are still experiencing difficulties in
obtaining telephone services in both official languages in a number of
locations.

Moncton Study

Our Third Annual Report indicated that by September 1973 Air
Canada had implemented eleven of the seventeen recommendations
made as a result of the 1972 Moncton study. By November 1974, the
corporation had implemented two more recommendations relating to
the provision of signs, notices, badges, etc., in both official languages,
and the encouragement of public-contact staff to take second-language
training.

Two recommendations dealing with service to the public require
further attention. Air Canada considered implemented the recommenda-
tion that staff at Moncton District Office initiate contact spontaneously
with clients in both official languages. Where a client’s name is known,
it is used as a basis for language of service; this has not, in the past,
proved a fool-proof method for determining a client’s preferred official
language. Service to the public in both official languages in Air Freight
was recommended, but Air Freight had only one bilingual clerk out of
four clerks. Air Canada expected to implement this recommendation
during 1975.

The two remaining recommendations relate to telephone contact
with the public; progress towards implementation reflected the stand
taken by Air Canada Headquarters vis-a-vis this subject (as described
previously in this section).

COMPLAINTS

Filé Nos. 1607, 2023 —Albert Street Office in Ottawa

A French-speaking person informed the Commissioner that an em-
ployee at Air Canada’s Albert Street office in Ottawa had called out
only in English the numbers which determined the order in which clients
were served. Some time later, another French-speaker made an identical
complaint.

Concerning the first complaint (File No. 1607), Air Canada told
the Commissioner that eight of the eighteen employees in the Albert
Street office who had contacts with the public were bilingual and called
out the numbers in English and French; the corporation asked the uni-
lingual employees to do the same, and supplied cards indicating the
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correct phonetic pronunciation of French numbers. Unfortunately, the
results were disappointing because the unilingual English employees
were afraid passengers would think that they were bilingual, The cor-
poration had therefore given a bilingual hostess the job of repeating
the numbers in French during rush hours. The corporation added that
a recent union agreement had established that 15 bilingual employ-
ees were required at this office, and said that this objective would be
reached in two or three years,

The Commissioner replied that giving the bilingual hostess the job
of repeating the numbers in French during rush hours only was not
sufficient since another complaint (File No. 2023) had been registered
concerning this matter. He therefore recommended that the necessary
steps be taken to ensure that, at all times, at least one employee was
available to repeat the numbers in acceptable French. In addition, the
Commissioner urged Air Canada to try to attain its goal of having 15
bilingual employees at this office within a shorter period of time than
anticipated.

Air Canada replied that an additional bilingual employee had been
added to the Albert Street office since 18 April 1973 and that it
intended to increase the number of bilingual employees regularly through
recruitment, transfers and language training. With respect to the Com-
missioner’s recommendation, the corporation stated that, as of 1 Octo-
ber 1973, a bilingual hostess would be stationed near the entrance in
the Albert Street office during business hours. Her job would be to guide
customers to counter employees able to serve them in the official
language of their choice. The corporation added that a similar arrange-
ment had already been put into effect at its Montreal office and that the
results had been excellent.

The Commissioner was satisfied with the action taken by Air Can-
ada and closed the files.

File Nos. 16227, 2070, 2182, 2199, 2366, 2383, 2409, 2462 —Sudbury

The Commissioner received numerous complaints about lack of
bilingual services on flights between Toronto and Sudbury, about the
availability of newspapers and magazines in the French language on
such flights and about reservation and counter service at Sudbury.

With regard to in-flight services, Air Canada recognized that these
should be available in both official languages whenever possible. The
corporation maintained, however, that it could not deploy personnel as
it wished due to union seniority and priority rights. However, it had
negotiated the right to assign at least one bilingual person to each flight
crew.

1. The Commissioner made recommendations in relation to File No. 1622.
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Company policy was that flight announcements be made in both
official languages when bilingual staff was available. It was also experi-
menting with the use of taped announcements on its 747 flights and
hoped eventually to introduce pre-recorded announcements on other
types of aircraft. (In June 1974, the Commissioner made several
recommendations in this regard [see page 80].)

With respect to the availability of reading material in French, the
company replied that flights were provided with newspapers from the
point of origin of the flight. Since no French daily newspaper was
published in Toronto or Sudbury there were only English-language
newspapers on board. Concerning magazines, both French- and Eng-
lish-language ones were placed on all flights, but in varying quantities
according to the estimated readership. However, it sometimes happened
that passengers inadvertently took magazines with them when they left
the plane; according to the company, this might account on occasion
for a lack of reading material in French.

With regard to bilingual reservation and counter service, Air Can-
ada replied that although no permanent personnel at the city ticket office
was bilingual, several employees at the reservation office were, and two
others were taking langnage training. It stated that normally one of the
bilingual reservation agents relieved one of the ticket office staff when
necessary.

The Commissioner expressed considerable dissatisfaction with Air
Canada’s reply. He pointed out that although the corporation claimed
to have bilingual personnel at its reservation office in Sudbury, none had
been on hand when the complainant telephoned, according to the
corporation’s own admission. He satted that in a city whose French-
speaking population numbered 63,800—more than a third of the grand
total, according to the 1971 Census—it was really inexcusable that
French-language service was not automatically available. Consequently,
he recommended that:

1) at Air Canada’s city ticket office in Sudbury service be offered in
both official languages at all times; and

2) at Air Canada’s telephone reservation office in Sudbury service be
offered in both official languages at all times.

The Chairman of the Board of Air Canada replied to the Com-
missioner’s recommendations. He explained that personnel at the city
ticket office were members of the union (CALEA!) and, in accordance
with binding union agreements, could not be transferred solely for
language reasons. Since Air Canada believed that the volume of busi-
ness did not warrant hiring additional personnel, the only immediate

1. Canadian Air Line Employees’ Association.
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solution appeared to be to provide adequate language training. However
experience had shown that it required approximately five hundred hours
of courses to provide persons having only a very elementary knowledge
of French with a sufficient knowledge of the language to be of use to
them in their work. The corporation stated that it intended to insist,
in future negotiations, that it should be allowed to meet the requirements
of the Official Languages Act whenever personnel were in public-
contact positions.

In the meantime, the solution put into effect by the director at
Sudbury—that of offering the services of bilingual employees at the
reservation office or at the airport as required—seemed the most logical.
Moreover, as a result of internal committee recommendations, the
deployment of personnel at the reservations office had been changed
with a view to ensuring the presence of one bilingual employee on
every shift, both day and night. In conclusion, the Commissioner’s first
recommendation was subject to the success of negotiations with the
union and the second had already been put into effect.

The Commissioner, in turn, advised the Board Chairman he was
pleased to learn that his second recommendation had already been
implemented, and that he hoped the negotiations with the union would
result in Air Canada’s being able to provide service to the public in both
official languages at all times.

The Commissioner informed the complainants that he deplored the
fact that occurrences of the type they described were still common. He
told them that over the past four years he had made well over fifty
recommendations to Air Canada concerning the provision of bilingual
services. He did not doubt that the situation was slowly improving,
though, in his view, far too slowly. He assured them that he would
continue to press hard until bilingual services were available throughout
Air Canada’s network.

File No. 1930—Regrets, Apologies and Deep Sorrow

A French-speaking person from Ottawa wrote to the Commissioner
concerning a series of complaints against Air Canada and sent a copy of
the letter to the president of the corporation. He alleged that:

1) On a trip he made to Haiti the information clerk at Miami Inter-
national Airport where he had to change planes could speak no French,
nor could any of the other ground personnel.

2) On asecond trip, this time to Cuba, the information clerk at Toronto
International Airport could not speak French nor could any of the
flight crew. All communications and announcements were in English
only. This was all the more irritating as the crew on the return trip
from Cuba were properly bilingual.
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3) The Ottawa office of Air Canada had only some bilingual personnel,
with the result that a French-speaking client must wait an unduly long
time to be served or consent to be served in English.

4) All the direction and information signs at Toronto International
Airport were in English only.

Air Canada sent the Commissioner a copy of the letter it had ad-
dressed direct to the complainant. The letter contained the corpora-
tion’s “regrets” five times, its “apologies” three times and its deep
“sorrow” once.

At Miami Airport there had been three bilingual passenger agents
on day-shift and one on night-shift, and the two supervisors also spoke
French.

At Toronto International Airport approximately 15% of the
passenger agents were bilingual and the complainant should have
received assistance in French.

It was true that the charter flight to Havana had only English-
speaking crew on board.

At the Ottawa office there was bilingual staff available at all times
and a bilingual hostess-receptionist at peak hours, but it was true that
more bilingual personnel was required. However, union contracts con-
cerning recruiting and hiring were binding and negotiations were taking
place at that time with the union to improve bilingual capacity.

With regard to the signs at Toronto International Airport, the
corporation was awaiting delivery of bilingual ones.

The Commissioner advised the complainant that he had exerted,
and would continue to exert, pressure on Air Canada to improve its
service in both official languages, and had already made formal recom-
mendation to the corporation concerning the signs at Toronto Inter-
national Airport, the service at the Ottawa office, the in-flight personnel,
and even the service at Miami International Airport. He added that he
had met with senior management personnel on several occasions with a
view to finding more efficient ways of implementing the requirements of
the Official Languages Act in the corporation’s operations.

File No. 2052 —Unilingual Advertisement

A parent from Ottawa sent the Commissioner a unilingual adver-
tisement prepared by Air Canada and Canadian National, which was
included in material sent to secondary school students in an envelope
marked “Mailbag”.

Air Canada informed the Commissioner that the advertisement
had been published by the Youth Travel Club of Canada whose head
office was located in Toronto. This agency’s only connection with Air
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Canada was the permission given it by the company to sell its Youth
Plan card. Air Canada further stated that all revenue from the sale of
these cards went to the Club. The Air Canada and CN advertising con-
sisted of a promotional folder and a blank application for membership in
the plan. These two items, available at sales counters, were printed in
English on one side and French on the other.

The Commissioner recommended that steps be taken to ensure
that all printed material sponsored by Air Canada and distributed by
it or by any other organization was made available to the public in the
official language of its choice. '

The Marketing Branch agreed to produce in both official languages
all informational material distributed direct to the public by Air Can-
ada or by third parties.

File No. 2265 —Jamaica

A French-speaking person stated that he was unable to receive
service in French at the Air Canada kiosk and counter at the airport in
Kingston, Jamaica. Furthermore, the flight schedule at the counter was
in English only.

Air Canada replied that it was true that it had no bilingual
passenger agents at the Kingston airport, although two employees knew
some French and seemed to be able to manage when the need arose.
Furthermore, the Jamaican Government required the hiring of nationals,
who were mostly English-speaking, and opposed the transfer of Cana-
dian employees to Jamaica. The Corporation could therefore not assure
the Commissioner that there would be noticeable improvement in this
regard, However, it would try to make the flight schedule bilingual in
the near future.

While recognizing that Air Canada was obliged to recruit its
employees mostly from among the Jamaican population, the Commis-
sioner believed that this was not an insurmountable obstacle to insti-
tutional bilingualism, even if this meant providing these employees
with the language training necessary to perform their duties. The Com-
missioner also expressed the wish that signs be bilingual as soon as
possible.

He therefore recommended that:

1) Air Canada signs and notices in Kingston, Jamaica, be completely
bilingual by 31 March 1974;

2) all printed matter (folders, tags, schedules and so on) be available
in both official languages in Xingston, Jamaica, and that they be bilingual
by 31 March 1974;
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3) Air Canada take immediate steps to provide the travelling public
with service in both official languages at all times and at all service
outlets in Kingston, Jamaica.

In March 1974, Air Canada replied that:

1) all notices and signs belonging to Air Canada in airports and sales
offices in the Southern Region, including Kingston airport, were now

bilingual,

2) all information material was available in both official languages in
the Southern Region;

3) from September until the end of November 1974, each district
would send a number of employees, chosen from among volunteers, to
intensive French courses it was giving in Quebec.

The Corporation believed that by the end of 1974 it would be
able to serve its customers in the Southern Region in both official
languages.

File No. 2275—Security Guards at Dorval

A French-speaker complained that at Montreal International Air-
port two security guards checking for weapons could not understand
French, although the flight in question was for Quebec City. She found
such a situation unacceptable.

Air Canada informed the Commissioner that it hired security
guards through the Securex agency to examine passengers at various
checkpoints in the terminal. The contract between Air Canada and
the agency stipulated that at least 80 per cent of the guards hired must
be bilingual and that this proportion must always be maintained in
forming teams of four to six guards at each checkpoint. Air Canada
apologized to the complainant for her unfortunate experience and
explained that this had been an exceptional case.

After noting the high percentage of bilingual guards that had to be
hired by the Securex agency under the terms of its agreement with Air
Canada, the Commissioner recommended that the Crown corporation
ensure that the requirement regarding the percentage of bilingual
employees be complied with and that unilingnal guards learn key
phrases such as: “One moment, please” or “Un instant, il vous plait”,
as the case might be, and ask for assistance from a fellow worker able
to speak the customer’s language. The complainant, not satisfied with
the reply she received, considered the hiring of unilingual English-
speaking guards at Montreal International Airport objectionable. In her
opinion such a policy did not do justice to the population of Montreal
and of Quebec as a whole, most of which is French-speaking. The com-
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plainant asked what criterion established the proportion of bilingual
guards used in Montreal at 80 per cent, and the proportion of bilingual
and unilingual guards employed by security agencies at the Montreal,
Toronto, Quebec City and Ottawa airports.

Air Canada sent the Commissioner the following table:

SECURITY GUARDS

Total Unilingual Unilingual
number Bilingual English- French-
speaking speaking
Montreal.... 45 100, 0%, 0%,
Toronto.........c.cooveeein. 90 30%, 707, 07,
Quebec City......ccooeee..n. 5 60%, 0%, 40%,
OtaAWA. ..o 38 50%, 50%, 0%,

It also pointed out that a number of English-speaking guards at
Toronto spoke other languages, such as Polish and Italian.

The corporation replied that it had not relied on any particular
criterion in determining that only 80% of the security guards
seemed equitable. In fact, the table showed that this percentage has
seemed equitable. In fact, the table submitted showed that this percen-
tage has now reached 100%.

Air Canada added that it would sec that the Securex agency
implemented the Commissioner’s recommendation.

File No. 2310—Terminal 2 in Toronto

The complainant was unable to obtain service in French at one of
the Air Canada counters in Terminal 2 in Toronto,

Air Canada apologized for the mistake. It explained that it was
facing serious difficulties in deploying its bilingual personnel but

expected to be able to improve its service.

The Commissioner recommended that the corporation deploy
its staff so as to ensure immediate round-the-clock service in the two
official languages at Terminal 2 in Toronto.

Air Canada replied that 45 out of 221 agents working at Terminal
2 in Toronto were bilingual (six more than the minimum set out in the
union agreement), and that it still had to test the language abilities of
about thirty newly assigned employees. In addition, six unilingual
passenger agents were to take an intensive French course in Jonquitre,
Quebec, from 12 May to 7 June 1974; and from September to
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December 1974 about thirty of their colleagues would also have the
opportunity of taking the course. Moreover, beginning in the autumn
(1974), French courses were to be given at the Terminal itself to all
employees at the starting or intermediate level. The corporation was
also attempting to work out a retention programme for those who
already met the language requirements of their position but who wished
to perfect their fluency.

The Commissioner hoped that this language training would make
if possible to provide service in both official languages in all positions.

File No. 2467—“I don’t speak French”

A French-speaker passing through Terminal 2 at Toronto Inter-
national Airport asked the person at the sformation kiosk a question
in French. She received the reply “I don’t speak French” and the
employee turned his back on her.

Air Canada told the Commissioner that it had approximately fifty
bilingual employees in Terminal 2. However, because of shift work,
holidays and sickness, there were in practice only about nine on duty at
any given moment and they were dispersed over a wide area. The airline
also said it was trying to negotiate a change in its collective agreement
so that it could increase the number of bilingual personnel.

Air Canada had its managers at Toronto remind employees of their
obligations under the Official Languages Act and offered its apologies
to the complainant for the lack of courtesy shown her.

The Commissioner pointed out that a person wanting information
would naturally go to the information kiosk and expect to be answered
in the official language of his or her choice. The failure to provide
bilingual service at this information kiosk was a breach of the Official
Languages Act. The Commissioner recommended, therefore, that the
regional customer relations manager should be given clear instructions
about providing bilingual service at the information kiosk. He asked to
be sent a copy of these instructions.

The Commissioner eventually received a copy of the instructions,
which he felt were rather vague. On making further enquiries, he was
told that early in 1975 Air Canada would have an interpretation service
capable of handling French and foreign languages commonly spoken by
passengers using its Toronto facilities.

File No. 2469—Toronto Airport

A French-speaking person complained to the Commissioner that
she had been obliged to act as interpreter at Toronto International Air-
port to help a young couple from France communicate with Air Canada
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staff. She alleged that the Air Canada employees had refused to send
for a bilingual colleague. She also asked why it was that flights to
Montreal were announced in English only, while flights to Frankfurt
were announced in German and flights to Rome in Italian.

Air Canada told the Commissioner that the incident had occurred
too long ago for it to trace the individuals concerned. (The complainant
did not in fact report the incident to the Commissioner until 2 month
after it happened.) The airline said it had reminded its staff at Toronto
of their obligations under the Official Langnages Act and it offered its
apologies to the complainant.

As for the announcements in German and Italian, it explained that

these were intended to help passengers who did not understand either
French or English. They were made by crew members.

Finally, Air Canada told the Commissioner that it was preparing
recorded announcements which it hoped would help to solve the
language problem. They would first be used for flights to Toronto and
Ottawa. The corporation intended to make extensive use of the system,
but this was a long-term project. However, it could not give a date for
the implementation of the first phase because of technical problems that
had arisen.

The Commissioner told Air Canada that he thought it strange, to
say the least, that an organization which depended for its existence on
advanced technology should be unable to set a timetable for introduc-
ing recorded announcements. He therefore made a formal recommenda-
tion that Air Canada should solve once and for all the problem of
announcements in French at Toronto International Airport. He set
1 March 1974 as the date by which this should be done.

Air Canada replied early in March that all its flight announcements
at Toronto International Airport were being made in both official
languages.

File No. 2509—NorOntair

The complainant reported to the Air Canada ticket counter in Sud-
bury to catch a flight to Sault Ste. Marie. None of the agents at the
counter spoke French, and public announcements at the airport were
made only in English. On another occasion, when he took the Sudbury-
Toronto flight, he again found that service in French was not available at
the ticket counter. In addition, there were no French magazines or news-
papers on board the aircraft.

Air Canada informed the Commissioner that NorOntair handled
the flight from Sudbury to Sault Ste. Marie. Air Canada personnel, how-
ever, looked after NorOntair passengers on the ground. At departure
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time for the Sault Ste. Marie flight there were two bilingual boarding
officers on duty. However, NorOntair had not requested that its flight
departure announcements be made in French.

None of the cabin crew on the particular Toronto flight was
bilingual. Air Canada obtained a supply of newspapers at stops along
the way and since no French daily was published in Sudbury, no
French newspapers were put on board aircraft taking off from that
airport. Nevertheless, there should have been some French magazines.
Air Canada forwarded this complaint to the service concerned.

Having previously made recommendations concerning the availability
of bilingual service at ticket counters and of magazines in both
languages in sufficient number during flights, the Commissioner
reminded the Corporation of its obligations and recommended that it
take the necessary steps to ensure service in the two official languages
to the NorOntair passengers whom it served on the ground.

Air Canada replied that the necessary steps had been taken, by
means of recordings, to have NorOntair announcements at the Sudbury
airport made in both official languages. Should additional announcements
be necessary, the passenger agents had been instructed to make them in
both English and French.

File No. 2514—With Very Few Exceptions

During a trip across Canada a French-speaking person found that
he was unable to obtain service in French from Air Canada personnel
at the Ottawa airport, the Toronto airport, on the plane between Toronto
and Vancouver, at the Calgary airport, at the Vancouver airport (from
the baggage clerk and at the ticket and information counters), at the
Regina airport, at the Winnipeg airport, on a Toronto-London-Toronto
flight, at the London airport, at the Halifax airport and on a flight from
Quebec City to Ottawa.

Air Canada replied that service in French was available on request
with very few exceptions. It added that it was organizing French courses
for its present employees and making an effort to recruit bilingual
personnel as far as possible. It had already exceeded its objectives in
several cities.

The Commissioner replied that Air Canada’s explanations were not
acceptable. He told the complainant that he had on numerous occasions
emphasized to Air Canada the need to provide service in both official
languages rather than merely ensuring that it was available “on request”.
He reminded the corperation that if a client addressed one of its em-
ployees in French, this constituted a “request” for service in French. If
he could not himself answer that client in French, the employee should
then call upon a bilingual colleague. It was essential that the corporation
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plan to make systematic checks on the linguistic quality of its services so
that it could take any corrective action necessary. The Commissioner
told Air Canada that he had trouble understanding, for example, why
the complainant had been unable to obtain service in French at the
Ottawa airport when there were eight bilingual employees on duty. The
Commissioner also pointed out that there was no mention in Section 10
of the Official Languages Act of “local demand” and that the require-
ments of the Act with respect to passenger service went far beyond the
concept of bilingual districts.

The Commissioner sent the complainant a copy of the reply he
had received from the corporation and said that he regretted that inci-
dents of this nature continued to occur despite the numerous recom-
mendations he had made to the corporation.

File No. 2870—Dial Another Number

One evening, a French-speaking person dialled the number for
Air Canada reservations in Sudbury. A recording in English invited him
to dial another number where recorded information was communicated
in English only.

The company explained that after office hours, the number for
reservations in Sudbury was connected with an automatic bilingual
recording. However, since the telephone message was given in English
first, it was possible for a person to hang up too quickly and miss the
French version.

According to Air Canada, recordings were usually made in both
languages. However, it sometimes happened that the company was
unable to record the message in French because no bilingual employee
was available for this purpose; it apologized to the complainant. The
company indicated, in passing, that the number of bilingual agents
employed in Sudbury had increased markedly since the end of 1973.

The Commissioner recommended that Air Canada indicate at
the beginning of its recorded messages that the recording was bilingual,
by using a sentence such as “This is a bilingual announcement (or re-
cording). Ceci est un enregistrement bilingue”.

The company replied that it would not adopt the recommendation
for the following reasons:

(1) recorded messages were not necessarily heard by the client from
the beginning of the recording;

(2) the length of the messages was limited, and their content had to be
continually monitored. To preface them by the suggested comment
would aggravate this problem.
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Air Canada pointed out that it always endeavoured to address the
public in both official languages and that it saw no need to specify its
intention at the beginning of the recording.

The Commissioner did not accept this explanation and informed the
complainant that he would mention the company’s unfavourable re-
sponse in his report.

File No. 3156—Unilingual Inscription

A French-speaking resident of Aylmer, Quebec, sent the Commis-
sioner a reply envelope which had come from Air Canada’s Winnipeg
office. The envelope bore the unilingual inscription: Credit Card Bureau.

As the Commissioner had brought similar complaints to the atten-
tion of Air Canada in April 1973 and June 1974, he recommended
that the company make an exhaustive survey of all printed material
intended for public view (letterheads, emvelopes carrying a return
address, reply envelopes, reply cards, bills, circulars, advertising folders
and so forth), weed out all items which did not conform to the provi-
sions of the Official Languages Act and ensure that they were produced
in a bilingual format at the earliest date possible.

Air Canada informed the Commissioner that some time ago it
had developed a method of systematically inspecting all its forms for
the purpose of ensuring that they were available in both official lan-
guages or arranging to have them translated; priority would be given
to documents secen or used by the public. It added that the majority of
its forms, envelopes, bills and so forth were already bilingual and that
it expected to complete by June 1975 the translation of those which were
still unilingual.

With regard to the envelope which was the subject of the com-
plaint, Air Canada assured the Commissioner that action would be
taken to make the necessary corrections.

File Nos. 162-52/A5-—"“People who need people. . .”

Since 1970, the beginning of the Commissioner’s office, numerous
complaints against Air Canada have been received and dealt with. Two
types of complaint keep recurring. These complaints concern, firstly, the
absence of announcements in French on many flights and at airports,
and secondly, service in French on flights. In the latter case, it was clear
from complaints, that service, instead of being actively offered in French,
was often provided only on request, if indeed it was available at all.

Having reviewed this situation on 7 February 1974 with company
officials, and with their agreement, but not directly as a reaction to any
particular complaint, the Commissioner made the following recommen-
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dations in a spirit of “preventive medicine” to help Air Canada meet
some of the longstanding requirements of the Official Languages Act,
He recommended that:

1) At all airports in Canada and abroad, where it is not already the
case, Air Canada use cassette recordings for departure, arrival and other
announcements of public interest; precedence should be given to French
in Quebec and in areas where the first language is French, and to
English elsewhere, except for Ottawa where some reasonable variation
might be devised to reflect the special symbolic character of the National
Capital Region;

2) Air Canada extend the use of cassette announcements to all flights.
This would cover the situation when at the last moment it is found that
flight attendants are all unilinguals. Cassette announcements, in English
and French, available to all flights, may be a relatively fool-proof way
to help Air Canada meet its system-wide obligations in Canada and
abroad;

3) As a complement to Recommendation 2, Air Canada

a) prepare cassette announcements to cover as many as possible situa-
tions which can arise during a flight;

b) initiate and bring about, on all aircraft, by October 31, 1974,
technical changes, if necessary, to facilitate the installation of cassette
equipment or to find ways of hooking up cassettes with in-flight public
address systems;

c) have these cassettes in a place readily accessible to flight attendants;

d) train flight attendants how to use the cassettes, under normal condi-
tions, and as far as safety permits, under emergency conditions; and

e) have necessary operating instructions clearly spelled out in the
in-flight manual under the heading of in-flight duties;

4) Air Canada use a decal explanation under chair tables inviting
passengers to indicate their preferred language of service by adjusting
a pin-card on the back of their seats. These cards would indicate to
flight attendants the preferred official language in which passengers
wish to be served;

5) Air Canada should also make flight attendants more systematically
aware, through training, directives and supervision, of their duty to
offer service actively in both official languages at all times on all flights;

6) Air Canada try out the fourth recommendation above as an
experiment on one or two aircraft for at least two or three months and
keep the Commissioner advised of the benefits and/or difficulties in
using such a device.
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On 13 November 1974, Air Canada sent its reply to the above
recommendations; and on 29 November 1974, two of the company
representatives discussed them with the Commissioner. The following
is the essence of the airline’s action concerning these recommendations.

Recommendation 1 (Ground Announcements)

Air Canada’s Western Region accepted the use of cassette record-
ings in all airports, while giving equal priority to increasing its bilingual
public-contact staff. Accordingly, recorders had been ordered and tapes
were being prepared for all airports in that region. On 13 November
1974, the company reported that Vancouver was “on-line” for the
“majority of its airport announcements;” and it added, Winnipeg, Cal-
gary and Edmonton would be ready at the beginning of December
(1974); Victoria, Saskatoon, Regina and Thunder Bay by year end
(1974).

On 26 February 1975 the company added that Winnipeg was in
full operation, Vancouver and Calgary were nearly fully operative, and
Edmonton was in full operation as of that day. But Thunder Bay has
recently switched its location (in Air Canada’s System map) from the
Western region to Central region. This change has affected the schedule
of implementing this recommendation there. The company stated, as
soon as the necessary equipment was received, this station would also
be “on-line”.

A similar mix of the man and machine approach was being taken,
as reported by the company on 13 November 1974, by the Central
Region. Air Canada informed the Commissioner that Toronto’s Terminal
2 would make use of a centrally located public address unit staffed with
bilingual and multilingual personnel. The plans were that bilingual
announcements would be requested by the counter or gate passenger
agent either through a modified “ready-to-board” communication system
or through the Reserve II CRT System. Later, this central unit will be
combined with a bilingual courtesy-phone paging service. “Barring un-
foreseen problems”, stated Air Canada, “the unit should be on-line by
January 1975.”

The company informed the Office of the Commissioner on 26
February 1975 that “the machineries will be installed and in operation
within the next six weeks.” It also added that Toronto Reservations will
have, by 1 April 1975, a separate telephone number for departure and
arrival announcements in Toromnto.

Air Canada chose “man and machine” because of its “only-when-
necessary” approach to recorded announcements: passenger agents who
are qualified to make bilingual announcements themselves need not use

82



the recordings. Air Canada believes this preserves and encourages
human, rather than mechanical contact with the customer in the official
language of his or her choice. Further, “as bilingual staff level increases
through intensified recruitment and language training, the system can
be abandoned without loss of a large capital investment.”

Air Canada assured the Commissioner further that an approach
(mix of man and machine) similar to the above would be attempted
at other major airports in the Central and Southern regions. Discus-
sions and meetings for this purpose were to have had taken place be-
tween mid-November and end of December 1974. The company 1e-
ported in mid-November that emphasis had been placed on recruitment
and training.

Air Canada indicated in late February, that such discussions were
held; and London, Windsor, North Bay, Sudbury, Timmins and Sault
Ste Marie, received the green light to go ahead with the mix of man and
machine approach; decisions concerning the Southern region will be
made “within the next few months.”

Recommendation 2 (Use of cassette announcements on all flights)

The company informed the Commissioner that automated taped
announcements had been installed in all B-747 aircrafts and in the new
B-727-200 aircrafts then being delivered to the airline (November
1974). The airline was not ready to implement this Recommendation
on L-1011, DC-8 and DC-9 fleets, because “installation would cost
just under $# million” and “as the B-747 and B-727 fleets involve a
relatively small number of aircraft, and installation was done on the pro-
duction line, cost is less of a factor . . .”

On 26 February 1975, the company informed us that despite the
installation of machineries on B-747 and B-727 fleets, the system was
not being used because the company preferred the human touch to
machines, and had flight attendants make announcements on flights. Air
Canada added that despite difficulties in recruiting, leaves of absence, it
was able to provide at least one bilingual flight attendant on almost all
flights except the one originating in Winnipeg flying westward.

Essentially, Air Canada believed that the use of any recorded
system had one drawback, that is, “inflexibility”. It claimed that not
all announcements could be handled through taped recordings, they
had to be handled by bilingual flight attendants. The airline added,
“and if you must have bilingual flight attendants for non-routine
announcements, it is to the passenger’s advantage, as well as to the air-
line’s, to have them also for routine announcements, as well as for other
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elements of the in-flight service—offering meals in both languages, for
example.”

Recommendation 3 (Use of cassette announcements to cover all possible
situations)

Air Canada rejected this recommendation because of inflexibility of
recorded systems and “non-routine or irregular announcements are of
such variety of content that they are not manageable by ... tape or
cassette.”

Recommendation 4 (Use of decal to determine passengers’ official
language preference)

The airline did not accept this recommendation for reasons of
safety, cabin appearance and “the segregational aspect of labelling pas-
sengers by official language group.”

Recommendation 5 (Flight Attendant’s duty to offer bilingual service
actively)

On this, the company replied that it had begun a major pro-
gramme to provide “specialized leadership and functional training to ap-
proximately 750 “in-charge” flight attendants . . . ” “On these courses,
the need to offer services in both official languages is stressed.”

Air Canada stated also that its ratio of bilingual to unilingual re-
cruitment had been stepped up from “approximately 55/45 to 80/20 at
least until the spring of 1975.” The company claimed that this action
would ensure meeting its own goal of providing at least one bilingual
flight attendant on all Air Canada flights throughout the world by the
summer 1975 schedule,” and that “with the exception of a few overseas
flights from Western Canada and Toronto, this goal has already been
met.”

Recommendation 6 (Try out Recommendation 4, at least as an
experiment)

This recommendation became inoperative since Air Canada decided
not to carry out Recommendation 4.

The Commissioner was pleased to learn that Air Canada undertook
to carry out his recommendation about ground announcements in all
airports in the Western, Central and Southern regions. He appreciated
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the airline’s concern for developing an approach of a mix of man and
machine by giving preference to “human touch” rather than mechanical
contact. While the Commissioner is fully in favour of the airline’s desire
to “project a warm, friendly and human image, and to provide these
qualities in its services”, he was not totally convinced that the “only-
when-necessary” feature of this man and machine alternative would be
fool-proof. He could make allowances for mechanical failures but he
found it difficult to accept that often Air Canada’s bilingual personnel,
forgot or neglected, for whatever reasons, to make announcements in
the second official language—Toronto’s Terminal 2 is a prime example
of that.

As for his recommendation about in-flight announcements, although
the Commissioner was satisfied about the action taken by Air Canada
concerning B-747, B-727-200, he was far from convinced by the argu-
ment the company advanced to explain its refusal to install taped re-
cordings on L-1011, DC-8 and DC-9 fieets, i.e. that such “installation
would cost just under $% million”. He found it extremely difficult to
accept that installing ordinary cassette machines for such purpose could
cost that much. In his opinion, the use of cassettes on all flights might
prevent complaints arising from situations where, in spite of all efforts,
in-flight complements turned out to be totally unilingual, invariably
English. Air Canada’s goal of “providing at least one bilingual flight
attendant on all Air Canada flights throughout the world by summer
1975 schedule”, was a step in the right direction; however, he found it
difficult to visualize a single bilingual flight attendant trying to be in two
or three parts of the aircraft at the same time to serve passengers requir-
ing assistance in the second official language. He believed that the com-
pany’s reluctance to even try out moderately-priced tape recorders, was
short-sighted.

The Commissioner was equally skeptical about “inflexibility” as
the main reason for the company’s reluctance to accept tape recorders
for non-routine and irregular announcements and reliance on bilingual
staff (at last!) on board, “for rountine announcements, as well as for
other elements of the in-flight service—offering meals in both languages,
for example”,—the Commissioner hoped that this dream would one day
come true!

Although less than convinced, the Commissioner accepted the com-
pany’s reasons of safety for not using decals; but he suggested that the
company give some thought to flip-over cards.

This Office found some reasons to nourish hope in learning
that Air Canada had begun a constructive and positive training pro-
gramme for some 750 in-charge flight attendants, that it had stepped up
its recruitments of bilingual staff and that, with the exception of a few
overseas flights from western Canada and Toronto, the goal of having
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“at least onme bilingual flight attendant” on all flights had already
been met.

This Office was impressed with Air Canada’s foresight in
starting a project to seek out and recruit more bilinguals from En-
glish-speaking Canada. To that end, it launched a programme in British
Columbia to “encourage students in high schools and universities
throughout the province to learn French as a second language. This is
being done mainly by informing them first-hand of the excellent job
opportunities awaiting them if they can meet Air Canada’s language
and other qualifications. Career day visits are carried out by selected
teams of flight attendants and other employees who not only describe
their jobs to students but also stress how important and ultimately
valuable a second language education can be. In addition, the company
supplied French-language newspapers, magazines and other material
to the schools and universities in the program. If successful, it will be
extended to other parts of the country.”

“Of course, In-Flight Service also makes extensive use of the
Company’s language training programs. So far this year some 100 flight
attendants have been through the four-week immersion course at
Jonquigre, and another 160 are enrolled for the current 1974/75 aca-
demic period,” added Air Canada.

The Commissioner was also impressed by Air Canada’s statement
that “flight attendants are heavily involved in our self-teaching/Tutorial
program, ‘Dialogue Canada Programme’. Students work at home a cer-
tain minimum of hours and every two weeks meet with a teacher
in a mini-class situation organized by a local co-ordinator, whom stu-
dents call when they are ready for additional lessons. This program
is active at all bases at both airport and downtown offices. The same
program is used as a retention course for flight attendants who have
reached level 3 competence either at Jonquiere [language school] or
through some other course.”

The company believed that the programmes it had described were
only some of the measures, “both preventive and curative, being under-
taken by Air Canada in the attainment of a goal . . . development of
an institutional bilingual capability enabling the Corporation to conduct
its affairs in the spirit and intent of the Official Languages Act.”

It stated further that, “until that goal is reached, there is merit in
making temporary use of ‘bilingual bandaids’ such as recorded announ-
cements;” and it welcomed whatever suggestions and recommendations
the Commissioner might have in this regard. “But, if the goal of in-
stitutional bilingualism is to withstand the vagaries of time and circum-
stance, it must be built on a sound foundation. Mechanical facsimiles
may satisfy a short-term objective of reducing the number of com-
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plaints . . .” recognized Air Canada, “but for the long-term the emphasis
must be on people.”

FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1691 Toronto Announcements in English only, Rectified
Ottawa
1773 Winnipeg- Announcements made in English only.  Explanation
Edmonton, oftered
Calgary-
Winnipeg
1815 Ottawa Objection raised to a directive requiring Explanation
passengers to be paged in both official offered
languages and request for an ingui-
ry into the corporation’s promotion
policy.
1828 Ottawa Capital budget tabled in the House of Rectified
Commons in English only.
1834 Montreal- Reception and passenger services pro- Explanation
Toronto- vided in English only. Announce- offered
Montreal ments made in English only.
1850 Ottawa— Announcements made in English only.  Explanation
Toronto offered
1867 Winnipeg- No service in French, Explanation
Ottawa offered
1868 Winnipeg  Letterhead in English only in the ac- Explanation
counts office. offered
1869 Brussels— Announcements made in English only Explanation
Montreal except on take-off and landing. offered
1876 Freeport Announcements made in English only at Explanation
(Bahamas) the Freeport Airport and unilingual offered
English services at the Air Canada
office in the International Bazaar.
1887 Regina- No services in French. Explanation
Vancouver offered
1904 Earlton Lack of services in French at the Air Withdrawn
{Ontario) Canada counter,
1918 Winnipeg  Remarks by a corporation official on Explanation
bilingualism in Air Canada. offered
1937 Winnipeg- Lack of services in French and arrivals Explanation
Regina~ and departures board posted in offered
Winnipeg English only.
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1941 Ottawa Advertisement in French only in a bi- Rectified
lingual programme at the National
Arts Centre.
1948 Ottawa- No services in French. Announcements Explanation
Toronto made in English only. offered
1963 Regina- Announcements made in English by a Explanation
Winnipeg French-speaker were unintelligible. offered
1977 Winnipeg A French-speaker received a letter in Explanation
and English from the Credit Card Bur- offered
New York eau in Winnipeg. Unilingual English-
speaking clerk at Kennedy Interna-
tional Airport.
1980 Toronto-  No service in French on the Toronto- Explanation
Havana Cuba flight. Clerk at the Air Canada offered
(Cuba) counter in Toronto expressed herself
Ottawa in unintelligible French. No bilingual
signs in Terminal 2 in Toronto. Delay
in obtaining services in French at
Albert Street office in Ottawa.
2006 Ottawa Unilingual English stamp on a baggage Rectified
tracer.
2046 Regina Arrival and departure announcements Explanation
only in English. offered
2121 Sudbury-  Unilingual English services. No French- Explanation
Toronto language newspapers or magazines. offered
2130 Ottawa Assistance requested in the settlement of Explanation
a strike. offered
2144 Victoria— Explanations concerning the use of the Explanation
Winnipeg oxygen mask were provided in En- offered
and glish only.
Toronto—
Winnipeg
2175 Ottawa Caption in English only in a bilingual Rectified
magazine.
2205 Ottawa In Air Canada’s monthly magazine En- Rectified
Route, most of the advertisements
were unilingual English.
2299, 2490 Edmonton- All announcements made in English Explanation
Winnipeg only. No services in French. offered
2317 Paris Poor quality of French in some adver- Explanation
(France) tisements. offered
2388 Ottawa Unilingual English inscriptions on maps Rectified
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION

2395 Toronto-  Announcements made in English only.  Explanation
St. John’s offered
(Newfound-
land)

2402 Toronto Folder available only in English at the Rectified

information counter in the Toronto
airport.

2405 Fredericton Announcements made in English only.  Explanation

offered

2443 Ottawa Lack of service in French at the Ottawa Explanation

office. offered

2447 Kennedy A sign failed to comply with the Official Rectified
Airport, Languages Act.

New York

2475 Ottawa— Unilingual English brochure. Rectified
Rouyn-

Noranda

2477 Saskatoon  Pre-recorded message in English only. Explanation
(Saskat- offered
chewan)

2510 Toronto- Deplorable translation service, Explanation
Montreal Lack of French dailies. offered

2535 Sudbury Unilingual English telephone service Explanation

from the office. offered

2543, 2555 Timmins- Lack of service in French on board a Explanation
Toronto- Timmins-Toronto flight and in Ter- offered
Timmins minal 2 in Toronto.

2557 Regina No service in French at the Regina office. Explanation
(Saskat- offered
chewan)

2585 St. John’s  Unilingual stewardess did not offer the Explanation
(Newfound-  services of a bilingual colleague. offered
land)-

Montreal

2612 Winnipeg- All the announcements were left un- Explanation
Montreal— translated and the unilingual steward- offered
Winnipeg ess did not offer any service in French.

2620 Montreal Folder not available in French at the Explanation

airport. The security guards spoke in offered

English first.
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
2636 Toronto Unilingual English publication at the Explanation
airport. offered
2642 Toronto-  No service in French on board a Explanation
Ottawa Toronto-Ottawa flight. offered
2660 Ottawa— No service was provided in French by Explanation
Quebec City  the ticket clerk in Ottawa, and during offered
the flight the French version of an
announcement by the pilot was
omitted.
2662 Toronto Lack of service in French at the boarding Rectified
counter at the Toronto airport.
2667 Paris— Recorded musical selections presented Rectified
Montreal only in English and partly bilingual
programme.
2674 Ottawa-— No service in French. Explanation
Toronto and offered
Toronto—
Winnipeg
2697 Saint John Announcements made in English only Explanation
(NB)- during the flight. offered
Halifax
2715 Winnipeg- No service in French. Explanation
Edmonton- offered
Winnipeg
2735 Timmins No service in French at the airport. Explanation
and Toronto offered
2737, 2783, Ottawa- Announcements made only in English Explanation
2787 Montreal during the flight. offered
27177 Montreal- No French-language magazines or news- Explanation
Quebec City  papers. offered
2796 - During a program on the final series of Explanation
the world curling championships tele- offered
vised by the CBC and sponsored by
Air Canada, commentaries were made
only in English and German.
2809, 2857 Ottawa— Unintelligibility of the English spoken Explanation
Toronto by French-speaking stewardesses on offered
Ottawa-Toronto flights.
2882 Winnipeg— No service in French. Explanation
Saskatoon " offered
2893 Moncton Delay in obtaining services in French. = Explanation
offered
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FILE NO. PLACE

NATURE OF COMPLAINT

DISPOSITION

2894 Calgary
2913 Montreal
2923 Ottawa
2944 Montreal-
- Toronto
2969 Quebec
City-
Ottawa
2972 Edmonton-
Montreal
2983 Regina—
Ottawa and
Toronto—
Quebec City
3020 Montreal
3037 Winnipeg
3051 Montreal
3064 Montreal-
Miami
3070 Montreal
3077 Ottawa
3108 Toronto
3165 Quebec
City—
Montreal

3194, 3334 Montreal

A young English-speaker claimed to be
experiencing difficulty in obtaining a
job because she was not bilingual.

English-language stamps imprinted on
envelopes.

No service in French at the Ottawa office.

Lack of service in French at the counter
in Dorval airport, at the boarding
gate and during the flight. No French-
language newspapers.

Unilingual English-speaking crew. Greet-
ing inincomprehensible French.
No service in French.

No service in French.

No service in French.

Lack of French-language newspapers
and magazines on flights to the West.

Return address in English only on letters.
Lack of services in French,

No service in French, Unilingual tag.

An employee lodged grievances about
the calculation of seniority.

Services in English only at the airport
baggage counter,

Difficulties experienced by unilingual
English stewardesses in the perform-
ance of their duties.

Service provided in English during the
flight.

Sign in English only. Unilingual English
telephone reception.

Explanation
offered

Rectified
Explanation

offered

Explanation
offered

Explanation
offered

Explanation
offered

Explanation
offered

Withdrawn

Rectified
Withdrawn

Explanation
offered

Referral

Explanation
offered

Explanation
offered

Explanation
offered

Rectified

/
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CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION—“I Heard You
Talking in Your Sleep”

EVALUATION

The CBC may well be ahead of its time in inventing a bilingual,
and triflingly expensive, logo, restfully obscure to both English-and
French-speaking viewers. However, judging from the CBC’s performance
tll now, the “accelerated coverage plan”, which promises to provide
service in the official language of the minority in isolated communities,
remains pie in the sky in many instances. The Corporation’s and indeed
the Government's credibility is seriously at stake if it does not convince
its would-be public that Anik (our very own satellite) is truly another
word for “progress”.

A third of the 75 complaints dealt with (including five petitions
containing from 92 to 1,500 signatures) concerned this accelerated
coverage expansion programme. Members of the public made representa-
tions not only about the lack of French-language broadcasts in parts of
Nova Scotia, Ontario and Saskatchewan, but also about the absence
of English-language television in the Saguenay region of Quebec. How-
ever, the CBC endeavoured to settle complaints concerning unilingual
signs, services available in only one or the other official language and
the quality of transmissions with reasonable dispatch.

This Office has launched a special study, of national scope, of the
CBC to determine the extent to which it meets the requirements of the
Official Languages Act with respect to language of service to the
public and of internal communications.

COMPLAINTS

File Nos. 2763, 2921 —Zenon Park

Ninety-two persons from Zenon Park, Saskatchewan, wrote the
Commissioner asking him to help them acquire French television in
their province.

The Corporation explained that in February 1974 it had been
guaranteed the necessary funds for implementing a five-year accelerated
coverage plan.

This plan included more than six hundred construction projects
and constituted a vast and costly programme, drawn up by the Corpora-
tion and approved by the government, which would enable radio and
television broadcasts in French or in English to reach all Canadian com-
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munities with populations of at least 500 which did not receive national
programmes or had only poor reception.

In order to distribute its services fairly, the CBC had devised a
priority-rating formula for its projects. This formula, which took into
account six factors (population, equipment costs, operating costs,
provincial parity, and geographical and cultural isolation, the respective
relative weights of which were 40, 15, 15, 10, 80 and 40), was devised
in order to provide service to the largest possible number of inhabitants
in areas where the need was most pressing—above all, in isolated
regions. This priority-rating formula, as well as other aspects of the
programme, was studied in depth in conjunction with the CRTC, the
Department of Communications, the Department of Secretary of State
and other departments.

At present, the Corporation’s stations and affiliated stations pro-
vided coverage for the national service in the following proportions: 96
per cent for English television, 95 per cent for French television, 98 per
cent for English radio broadcasts and 97 per cent for French radio
broadcasts. The implementation of the accelerated coverage plan would
enable the four networks to reach approximately 99 per cent of the
population. The Corporation would also continue to follow demographic
developments which might affect this plan.

The CBC intended to install a rebroadcasting station in Carrot
River which would enable Zenon Park residents to receive broadcasts by
the French television network. An application was to be submitted to
the CRTC in this connection during the fourth year of the plan
referred to.

The Commissioner asked the Corporation for the exact date by
which it expected to offer French-language broadcasts to the people of
Zenon Park.

The Corporation replied that it was difficult for it to keep to a
timetable since it did not have complete control over the projects; for
this reason, it was reluctant to set exact dates. When it had assembled
the necessary documentation, the Corporation was required by law to
submit a formal proposal to the Canadian Radio-Television Commis-
sion, which would then fit the project into its schedule of public hear-
ings. This procedure could take as long as one year. The Corporation
would then have to wait patiently for the CRTC to issue the licence,
without which it was impossible to begin work on the project. Con-
struction usually lasted approximately one year but varied depending
on delivery dates for equipment, and adverse weather conditions in
some regions. The Corporation always did everything within its power
to complete its projects as quickly as possible but delays were not
always foreseeable or avoidable.
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While sympathizing with the nature of the difficulties facing the
Corporation, the Commissioner nevertheless asked the latter to make
every possible effort to enable the people of Zenon Park to receive
French-language programmes within a reasonable length of time.

FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION

1443 Toronto Unilingual English letterheads on writing Rectified
paper and envelopes.

1490, Toronto Unilingual English comments appearing Explanation

1600, on the screen during hockey matches. offered

2561

1796 Ottawa Some English network programs con- Explanation
tained passages in French. offered

1803 Toronto Memoranda and documents in English Rectified
distributed to French-speaking em-
ployees.

1865 Mattawa Eight hundred petitioners requested im- Rectified

(Ontario) proved reception of French-language
television programs.

1891 Ottawa Unilingual English technicians were Explanation
allegedly working with the French- offered
speaking public.

1919 Ottawa Unilingual English “CBC” stickers on Withdrawn
the windshield of a car.

1922, Ottawa Unilingual English signs in the cafeteria Rectified

1951 on Lanark Street.

1942 Ottawa Advertisement published in French only Rectified
in the magazine Placedart.

1960 Penetan- French-speakers in this region requested Explanation

guishene television programs in French. offered
(Ontario)

1988 Hamilton  Unilingual switchboard operators at Rectified
CJBC.

2004 Ottawa More foreign-language films subtitled or Explanation
dubbed in English or French should offered
be shown.

2014 Wawa Petition for a French-language television Explanation

{Ontario) network in the region. offered

2092, Toronto Switchboard operators answering only Rectified

2257 in English.

2114 Moose Jaw National anthem broadcast in French Rectified

(Saskatche- only.
wan)
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
2243 Ottawa Directions for use in English only on fire Rectified
extinguishers in the CBC Building.
2336 Windsor-  No French-language radio or television Rectified
Essex-Kent service in this region.
(Ontario)
2349 No French-language television in Sas- Explanation
katchewan or British Columbia. offered
2365 North Bay No French-language radio station in Explanation
(Ontario) North Bay. offered
2372 Bagotville  No English-language radio or television Explanation
(Quebec) programs in the Saguenay region. offered
2381 Peter- 1,550 petitioners requested programs in Explanation
borough French for the Peterborough region.  offered
(Ontario)
2387 Sault Ste.  No French-language radio or television Explanation
Marie programs in Sault Ste. Marie, offered
(Ontario)
2400 (Ontario) No French-language television in Cha- Explanation
pleau, Dubreuilville and Wawa. offered
2415, 2569 Earlton Inadequate French-language television Explanation
(Ontario) and radio programming in the Temis- offered
caming area.
2436 Edmonton  Unilingual English-speaking receptionist Rectified
at the French-language television sta-
tion in Edmonton.
2437 Toronto Unilingual English inscription on an Rectified
envelope,
2471 Ottawa Inadequate evening coverage of the WNot justified
Quebec election on the CBOT network.
2489 Church Poor reception of radio and television Rectified
Point programs in French.
(Nova Scotia)
2496 Montreal Inadequate evening coverage of the WNot justified
provincial election on the English-
language network in Montreal.
2520 Truro No television programs in French in the Explanation
(Nova Scotia) Truro area. offered
2521 Windsor Unilingual English map on an advertis- Rectified
(Ontario} ing leaflet.
2567 Sudbury Poor television programming available Explanation
(Ontario) to French-speakers in Northern On- offered
tario.
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
2603 Edmonton Unilingual English-speaking receptionist Rectified
at station CBXFT-11.
2616 Vancouver On Saturday mornings only French- Explanation
language programs are shown on the offered
English television network.
2670 Elliot Lake Poor reception of French-language tele- Rectified
(Ontario) vision programs.
2676 Iroquois No local productions on the French- Explanation
Falls language television network serving offered
(Ontario) Northern Ontario.
2695 Staples Simultaneous interpretation of televised Explanation
(Ontario) speeches and statements. offered
2746 Kingston No French-language radio or television Rectified
(Ontario) in Kingston.
2802 Toronto Unilingual English particulars on an Rectified
envelope addressed to a French-
speaker.
2817 (Ontario) Petition from French-speakers in Gerald- Explanation
ton, Thunder Bay, Dryden and offered
Kenora for French-language radio and
television.
2845 Penticton-  Shortening or cancellation of French- Explanation
Kelowna language programs on station CHBC- offered
BC) TV.
2872, 3177 Sherbrooke, Messages in English superimposed on Explanation
Ottawa the screen during a football match. offered
2919 Windsor- The CBC does not offer comparable Explanation
Essex-Kent service to the French-speaking popula- offered
(Ontario) tion.
3034 Sarnia No French-language radio or television Explanation
in Sarnia. offered
3101 Brantford  Confidential study which did not urge Explanation
(Ontario) CBC officials to accelerate the exten- offered
sion of French-language television
programming in Southwestern Onta-
rio.
3213 Kingston No French-language radio or television Explanation

in Kingston.

3253, 3284, Saint-Paul/ Delay in the construction of a television

3285, 3286,

3287, 3288
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Bonnyville
{Alberta)

rebroadcasting station.

offered

Explanation
offered



CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS—“Chattanooga Choo-Choo”

EVALUATION

The full story of the CN’s agonies and ecstasies in reaching the
Official Languages Act's goals must await, it seems, at least “‘until the
end of 1978 and be told only “wherever it is practical to do so”. This
time-schedule and service-philosophy reflect a motion slower, one sur-
mises, and an approach narrower, than that wished by Parliament. But
some of the preparatory work the CN has been engaged in since our
last annual report shows that the CN has begun to move with a serious
plan for progress.

Senior management and some regional vice-presidents {e.g. Edmon-
ton) have taken an active interest in the Act’'s implementation in the CN,
and have reviewed our last year’s evaluation with a view to bringing
about concrete reform in the company.

In general, the CN gave immediate attention to the 90 complaints
we received during the period under review, and in most cases corrected
them within a reasonable time.

Following up on our 33 recommendations resulting from two special
studies, we have found that the CN has developed a plan of action out-
lining major objectives, areas needing special attention, the need for
setting standards, a timetable of action to achieve certain goals, and a
requirement ‘‘to allocate funds and to monitor performance on an
organized basis.” To carry out this plan, the CN has appointed an
Assistant Vice-President charged with implementing the whole pro-
gramme, engaging regional co-ordinators, incorporating a bilingual-
service clause in new contracts with concessionnaires, concluding an
agreement with unions and determining the jobs requiring knowledge
of both official languages on trains (such as the Rapido and the
Vancouver-Montreal runs and trains linking Quebec with other prov-
inces).

The CN has also set up a variety of second-language courses for
employees at elementary as well as advanced levels; signs and announce-
ments at stations, on ferries and at ferry terminals are becoming increas-
ingly bilingual; as of April 22, 1974, the CN adopted the INWATS
Telecommunications system to help serve its clients directly in French;
and the corporation’s cooperation with this Office in the information
field has been quite useful in helping employees to understand their rights
and obligations under the Official Languages Act.

For the second year in a row, this Office must point out that the
CN does not yet seem to have fully assumed the scope of reform Parlia-
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ment wished through the Act’s Section 10—that is, to make Canadians
feel at home dnywhere, anytime, across the CN’s system. By using the
words “significant demand” and “wherever it is practical to do so” as
crutches, the CN is not getting on the right track for serving the travelling
public. It still seems to accept “the absence of service in both official
languages as a permanent condition at some points in its system” (our
Third Annual Report).

The CN could show corporate leadership inspiring many other
federal agencies by accepting fully this fundamental principle laid down
in the Act. It is a pity the CN’s earnest efforts and many concrete
achievements are being weakened by the company’s taking a restrictive
view of its statutory obligations. Having received the personal assurance
of the Chairman of the Board about full cooperation and action, we
are confident that the CN will re-examine its approach to the travelling
public carefully, so that this restrictive view is broadened to meet the
clear presumption of system-wide demand (with reasonable and proven
exceptions) specified by the Act's Section 10.

Following the recent (January 15, 1975) speech of the CN’s Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer in Toronto, in which he said: “the
achievement of an acceptable level of bilingualism in Canadian National
is a challenge to our skills as managers,” we look forward optimistically
to more acceptable results next year.

This Office is now in a better position to evaluate the various efforts
the CN has made to implement the 22 recommendations formulated in
January 1973 following the special study carried out on CN’s national
network and the 11 recommendations resulting from the study of the
Atlantic regional office, located in Moncton. The purpose of these studies
was to determine to what extent the service provided to the public in
the railway, hotel and, in the case of Moncton, express sectors was
bilingual.

Toward the end of 1974, the CN informed this Office of the steps
that had been taken to implement the 12 recommendations to which
it had not given any answers the previous year. This Office’s representa-
tives also interviewed senior management members at the Montreal
office and in a few regional offices.

The CN implemented most of the recommendations it had accepted
in whole or in part at least in principle, as was the case with certain of
them. It implemented those concerning the employee information pro-
gramme, the preparation of an action plan outlining the objectives of
the bilingualism programme and assigning the various responsibilities for
it (responsibility for this program was given to an assistant Vice-
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President and to regional co-ordinators), the availability of bilingual
forms intended for the public and written communication with the public
in both languages. In this Office’s view, this action plan constitutes
another appreciable step toward realization of the objectives the
CN has set for itself. Although certain aspects of it are still purely
theoretical, the plan nevertheless specifies what sectors require special
attention, proposes a schedule, allocates the necessary financial resources
and suggests means of control.

The CN said that it was giving special attention to the recruitment
of bilingual personnel in all parts of the country, but that it was ex-
periencing a number of problems outside Quebec. In Ontario only
72 bilingual employees out of a total of 2,073 were recruited in 1974.
The CN therefore had to resort to language courses and it had set up
language schools in Moncton, Montreal, Toronto, Winnipeg and Van-
couver.

Employees who agree to take language training first take an intro-
ductory course lasting 18 days and then a 40-day course at a more
advanced level at the regional school or at the Jonquigre language centre
which has the advantage of immersing the student in a French-speaking
environment. From 1969 to 1973, 1,496 employees registered for
French courses and 546 for English courses. No figures were available
for the success rate achieved. The corporation also said that in some
cases it was recruiting new employees so that its regular staff could take
language training and intended to put the finishing touches on a
language retention programme that year. The CN accepted in full the
recommendations dealing with job security and with co-operation with
the unions to implement the programme.

However, the CN will have to make an all-out effort if it wishes to
have “bilingual capability of a permanent nature . . . by the end of 1978,
wherever it is practical to do so”—an objective it has set for itself. This
objective, although highly commendable, contains the same reservations
expressed by the CN in our Third Annual Report. By invoking these
reservations, the CN greatly minimizes the scope of recommendation 3
which requires that the company “accept the existence of overall regular
demand for bilingual . . . service to the travelling public across the
System.” The company only recognizes regular demand on the main line
trains and at important stations and hotels. The above recommendation
also requires that the CN “accept the existence of regular demand for
its bilingual service to the local public wherever that public is made up
of the two official language groups.” The company concurs only in
cases where there is a heavy concentration of the minority language
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group. It does not define what it means by heavy concentration: is
it a minimum percentage or an absolute number? The onus is on the CN
to prove that demand for services is so irregular as not to warrant offering
them. Bilingual telephone service and referrals of calls to employees
able to speak the language of the client, are offered only where there
is a need, in the company’s view, and where the company is able to
do so. The CN does not indicate the areas where such services must
be offered.

The CN refuses to advertise existing bilingual capacities claiming
that it does not want to engage in this publicly before being certain of
the success of its programme. The CN, it seems, has misunderstood
the scope of recommendation 4, which requires the CN *‘to communicate
to the public... (the availability of bilingual services) where such
capability already exists or is in future developed . . .”.

The bilingualization of signs outside Quebec is progressing and a
manual for regional administrators is to be published in order to speed
up the programme. CN’s advertising is not yet completely bilingual:
the campaigns aimed at a specific language group are in one language
only. The number of bilingual notices in stations and ferry terminals is
increasing, according to the corporation.

The new contract between the CN and its concessionaires now con-
tains two clauses regarding the services that are to be provided in both
official languages. However, the corporation has not said anything about
the interim measures which were to be adopted by the concessionaires
governed by the old contract.

We received 90 complaints concerning this Crown corporation
between April 1, 1973 and January 1, 1975. Of these, 66 dealt with
language of service, including 48 concerning the implementation of
recommendations that had already been formulated; five complaints
dealt with language of work.

In order to deal with complaints concerning the lack of service
in French on the Rapido and the Vancouver-Montreal train and at
Montreal terminal, the CN concluded agreements with its employees’
unions and decided what positions on trains connecting Quebec with the
other provinces required a knowledge of both official languages.

The other complaints dealing with language of service concerned
the following specific areas: lack of service in French in various CN
offices, hotels and stations and use of unilingual English stamps, posters
and advertising brochures. These complaints generally received imme-
diate attention from the CN and the situation was rectified in most cases.
Often this meant that the CN had to remind its employees of directives
that had already been issued. Choice of French as the language of work
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was the subject of five investigations by this Office. Two of the complaints
were subsequently withdrawn and another, which dealt with safety
standards, was brought to the attention of the appropriate authorities.
In the other two cases, the CN informed the Office of the measures
it intended to adopt and said it was trying to anticipate language
problems that might arise and making an effort to meet the require-
ments of the Official Languages Act regarding use of both languages
in the services concerned.

There were 21 complaints regarding lack of service in French in
the CN-CP Telecommunications offices from Sydney, in Nova Scotia,
to Vancouver, in British Columbia. In order to provide better service in
the Maritimes, Ontario and the West, the CN adopted, on April 22,
1974, the INWATS 1-800-463-3350 telephone system, which makes it
possible for customers to be served directly in French. This Office asked
the CN to organize a publicity campaign so that people would know
what number to dial to obtain this service. The CN informed the Com-
missioner that 90 per cent of telegrams in French were processed through
this system and said it would advertise the service in all telephone direc-
tories. However, this system is not used in the province of Quebec or in
the National Capital Region, where CN-CP Telecommunications em-
ployees must provide bilingual service.

At the end of February 1975, the CN informed us of a number of
measures it intended to take to meet the demand for bilingual services
on main-lines and at major stations. For example, starting on April 20,
1975 the CN will put at least one passenger service assistant on such
runs as the Transcontinental, Halifax-Montreal, Montreal-Ottawa-
Winnipeg-Vancouver, Toronto-Capreol-Winnipeg-Vancouver to ensure
service in the customers’ preferred official language. The CN also stated
that as of April 1, 1975, Halifax will have a conference (“hot-line”)
telephone number to ensure bilingual service to the outlying towns.
The CN hopes to extend a similar service to Moncton, Winnipeg, Saska-
toon, Edmonton and Vancouver during 1975. In December 1974, the
CN introduced a similar service at Toronto Station to serve the province
of Ontario. Customers at stations such as Hamilton, St. Catharines,
London, Kitchener, North Bay, Niagara Falls, Belleville and Chatham
can receive bilingual service by calling a central telephone number at
Toronto Station. We hope that the CN keeps the public adequately in-
formed about these services.

As for bilingual services to its hotels guests, the CN seems not to
experience too many difficulties. Recently, the CN had come up with a
suitable arrangement in order to offer morning newspapers to the guests,
at the Queen Elizabeth Hotel in Montreal, in their preferred official
language.
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COMPLAINTS
File No. 1598—Railway Crossings

A French-speaking person from New Brunswick complained that
signs indicating railway crossings in Moncton were for the most part
in English, He mentioned among others the sign by the CN tracks on
the outskirts of Moncton, going towards Dieppe.

The CN replied that it had set up a programme for the Atlantic
Region in order to ensure that signs viewed by the general or travelling
public are bilingual. Regional representatives estimated that 75% of
the programme had been implemented. Railway crossing signs were
part of this programme. The CN had taken steps to render bilingual
the sign on the road towards Dieppe. The CN was studying, along
with other railway companies, the possibility of adopting pictographs
for all signs in public view.

The Commissioner recommended that, in the event that the CN
decided to continue to use words, it make all railway crossing signs
bilingual.

The CN answered that the railway industry in Canada was study-
ing the question with the Canadian Transport Commission. As soon as
the Canadian railway industry and the CTC agree upon an appropriate
pictograph, they will submit it to the proper provincial authorities and
proceed to amend the law and regulations to permit changes in the
design of existing signs. After having discussed the matter further with
the CTC, the Commissioner recommended that:
in accordance with Section 31(1) and 31(2) of the Official Languages
Act, measures be taken to amend section 207 of the Railway Act in
order to permit the erection of bilingual signs or pictographs at all
railway crossings in Canada and that, subsequent to such an amend-
ment, the CTC establish a programme to erect such signs.

The CTC answered that the question would be examined by the
Railway Transport Committee in the light of the Commissioner’s rec-
ommendation. Existing signs would be replaced with pictographs as
soon as section 207 of the Railway Act had been amended.

The CN would then comply as required with the amendment.

File No. 1954 —The Sleeping-car Porter

A complainant pointed out that the sleeping-car porter on a train
between Gaspé and Montreal was unilingual English. He addressed the
porter twice in French, and on neither occasion did the porter offer to
call upon one of the French-speaking personnel,

The CN informed the Commissioner that the employee in question
had a working knowledge of French and had been working that par-
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ticular run for several years without once receiving a complaint. It
went on to say that its employee did not recall the incident.

The CN added that there were several bilingual employees on the
train. It said that the sleeping-car porter, fully aware of the obligation
to provide service to passengers in the official language of their choice,
had given assurances that he would ask a bilingual employee for assis-
tance if he felt he could not answer in the second official language.

The CN expressed regret that the passenger had had occasion to
complain about its services, but added that it considered the train
adequately staffed with bilingual personnel.

The Commissioner recommended that CN periodically remind its
employees of the company’s obligation to serve its passengers in both
official languages and of the need to call upon bilingual employees
promptly for assistance if they are unable to answer in the official
language in which they are addressed.

The CN accepted the Commissioner’s recommendations.

File No. 2892 —“INWATS”

The complaint stated that it was not always possible to send
a telegram in French by telephone in Moncton. Sometimes a unilingual
clerk offered—in English—to connect the customer to CN’s office in
Quebec City, which then provided service in French.

The Commissioner informed the complainant that in reply to similar
complaints from other cities, the CN had just informed him of what it
had done to comply with his request to correct such situations. In order
to provide better service to French-speakers living outside the province
of Quebec and the National Capital, the CN had adopted, on 22 April
1974, a telephone system known as “INWATS”. This system makes it
possible for users to be connected directly to the Quebec City telecom-
munications office without going through the local operator, who might
not know French. The service is also available at the counter in tele-
communications offices and is being used on a temporary basis in places
where CN does not have the bilingual staff needed to offer service in
both official languages at all times. The employees concerned were to
be taught key phrases in French so that they could serve French-speak-
ing customers who came to the office. Moreover, CN planned to adver-
tise this new system in newspapers and to have the “INWATS” num-
ber listed, in French and in English, in the directories of the regions in
which the service was being offered. It was emphasized, however, that
the introduction of this system did not mean that CN would discontinue
its efforts to increase its bilingual staff through recruitment and language
training.
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1211, 1808 Lack of services in French at the CN/ Rectified
2168, 2363 CP Telecommunications Offices in
2382, 2440 Sydney (Nova Scotia), Ottawa, Sud-

2574, 2657 bury, Windsor, North Bay, Niagara

2710, 2788 Falls (Ontario), Edmonton and Van-
couver. Unilingual English signs in the
Sudbury office.

1703 Ottawa Capital budget in English only tabled Rectified
in the House of Commons.

1759, 1802, Montreal- Service in English only on the Rapido, on Explanation

2113 Toronto the platform in Montreal, at the ticket offered
counter in Toronto.

1890 Cornwall Some of the signs in the parking lot of Rectified
the Cornwall station were unilingual
English.

1895 Montreal In the employees’ cafeteria at the corner Rectified
of La Gauchetiére and De la Cathé-
drale Streets, unilingual English re-
ceipts were issued to customers.

1900, 2705, Regina, Telegram received in French and spelt Rectified

2948, 2961 (Saskatch- out by an English-speaking employee

ewan) to the recipient at the Telecommuni-
cations Offices in Charlottetown,
Sudbury (Ontario), Regina (Saskat-
chewan) and Dawson Creek (BC).
1921 Hearst and  Unilingual English signs between Hearst Rectified
Fauquier and Fauquier at railway crossings.
(Ontario)

2003 Ottawa Unilingual telephone reception at the Explanation
Ottawa Station and at the public rela- offered
tions office on Sparks Street.

2044 Saskatoon  No service in French at the Hotel Bess- Explanation

(Saskatch- borough in Saskatoon. offered
ewarn)

2053 Toronto Advertising leaflet printed in English Rectified
distributed to French-speaking stu-
dents.

2061 Vancouver Unilingual English publication at the Explanation
Hotel Vancouver. offered

2062 Montreal An employee in the Merchandise Claims Explanation
Service states that he cannot work in offered
French.

2081 Ottawa The inscription “Canadian National Rectified
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
2119 Montreal Unilingual English sign in a freight car, Rectified
2132 Montreal Inaccurate translation of a caption on a Not justified

postcard: Altitude 727.
2136 Ottawa Account bearing a unilingual slogan and Rectified
imprinted with two unilingual English
stamps.
2157 Ottawa Unilingual English stamp imprinted on Rectified
2553 telegrams.
2172 Moncton French-speaking employees in Moncton Assistance
(NB) were required to operate a machine in rendered
violation of safety standards.
2180 Vancouver- Lack of service in French outside Que- Withdrawn
Montreal bec on the Vancouver-Montreal run.
2196, 2463, Ottawa No service in French at the news-stands Rectified
2470 Halifax of the Chateau Laurier or the Hotel
Nova Scotian.
2197 Ottawa A French-speaking candidate failed to Withdrawn
obtain a job because he had no knowl-
edge of English.
2203 Ottawa and Name of a French-language association Rectified
Belleville translated into English on two con-
tracts of carriage drafted in French.
Statement of account drawn up under
this English name,
2220, 2298, Ottawa Lack of service in French in the evening Rectified
2397 during the summer at the Ottawa
Telecommunications Office.
2227 Ottawa Unilingual English signs in a parking Rectified
lot.
2228 Gimli French-speakers not treated equally dur- Withdrawn
(Manitoba) ing a course offered in Gimli,
2245 Ottawa Unilingual English signs in the dispatch Rectified
office.
2249 Toronto No telephone reception in French at the Rectified
information office in Union Station.
2281, 2289, Ottawa and Unilingual English stamps used to en- Rectified
2302 Belleville dorse cheques deposited.
2332 Ottawa Date and amount inscribed in English Rectified

only on CN cheques.
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
2337 Montreal Unilingual English-speaking supervisor Explanation
for a group of employees of whom offered
909, were French-speakers.
2385 Montreal The tour service was unable to provide Not justified
students with the services of a French-
speaking guide.
2426 Ottawa The majority of federal departments Rectified
were listed in English only in the
TELEX directory.
2442 Montreal Error in French in a telegram. Explanation
offered
2526 Toronto Letter in English sent to a French-speak- Explanation
ing person. offered
2528 Toronto A French-speaker was unable to make Explanation
herself understood by the three em- offered
ployees on duty to whom she gave in
French the number of the car she was
to board for a trip to Quebec City.
2565 Montreal Schedules and instructions are available Rectified
to employees, only in English.
2663 Ottawa Ticket forms completed in English only. Rectified
2664 Ottawa No service in French at the main desk of Explanation
the Chateau Laurier. offered
2734 Vancouver A clerk was unable to transmit a tele- Explanation
gram written in French. offered
2818 Ottawa About one hundred signs in the parking Rectified
lot of the Chateau Laurier bore the
unilingual English inscription “EXIT™.
2835 Montreal Unilingual English form sent toa French- Explanation
language association. offered
2858 Ottawa Menus written in French in the Chateau Explanation
Laurier’s Canadian Grill. offered
2862 Ottawa Public announcement made in English Explanation
only at the station. offered
2896 Moncton Unilingual English signs. Rectified
(NB)
2912 Toronto In a notice of competition published ina Rectified
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION

2964 Montreal Memorandum to the division chiefs Rectified
written in English only.

2973 Jasper Mediocrity of the French version of a Rectified
menu: Jasper Park Lodge.

2988 Ottawa Prolonged delay before a French-speaker Rectified
could transmit a telegram.

3015 Cheticamp  Zenith service not available in Cheti- Explanation
(NB) camp. ofivred

3050 Jasper Service in English only at the station. Rectified

3083 Montreal An English-speaker objected to signs Explanation

bearing unobtrusive accents in English. offered

3102 Montreal Unilingual English advertisement pub- Rectified

lished in the bilingual magazine Au
courant,
3113 Gravelbourg Unilingual English form sent to a Rectified
(Saskatch- French-speaking person.
ewan)
3190 Montreal Announcements made in English only Rectified

on the station platform.

CENTRAL MORTGAGE AND HOUSING CORPORATION—
“Gimme Shelter”

EVALUATION

Putting its pride aside, perhaps the CMHC could effectively use a
few surplus OPEC dinars to provide Canadians with guaranieed mini-
mum shelters, but when it comes to linguistic installations, despite seven
minor faults, it continues to be a master builder.

As stated in the Third Annual Report, the Central Mortage and
Housing Corporation had, by October 1973, implemented all the rec-
ommendations flowing from the special study completed in April of that
year. In response to a request for updated information, the Corporation
provided the Commissioner, in December 1974, with a well-documented
review of the status of bilingualism within its walls. The Commissioner
is pleased to note that his recommendations continue to be followed.
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In its review, the Corporation reports that it is continuing to
run its own language-training programme with a high success rate and
operates a language-retention programme, which provides specialized
courses in such fields as administration and secretarial work. Further-
more, it has announced an official-language policy which encompasses
language of service, language of work, the language requirements of
positions and French-language units. Finally, the Corporation reported
that it is engaged in a programme to test its employees’ knowledge of
their second official language.

COMPLAINTS

File No. 2186—A Supervisor in Montreal

In an anonymous letter, a group of the Corporation’s employees
complained of the appointment of an English-speaking person, whom
they described as unilingual, to the position of supervisor at the Montreal
branch of the CMHC.

The Corporation replied that the appointment had been based on
merit and the employee’s professional qualifications. Although not
fluently bilingual, he had nevertheless passed the third level of the
Public Service Commission’s language courses and had a sufficient
command of French to perform his job satisfactorily. The Corporation
also gave the assurance that the public would be served in both official
languages and that the branch’s employees could use French as their
language of work. In his reply, the Commissioner stated that he had
taken note of the assurances given by CMHC officials with regard to the
language rights of its employees and the public.

FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1310 Ottawa Unilingual markings on construction Rectified
materials.
2284 Ottawa Information service gave answers in Rectified

English to a French-speaker.

2353 Ottawa Two publications were available only in Rectified
English.
2429 Ottawa Unilingual English letter. Explanation
offered
2492 Chibou- Unilingual English advertisement in La Rectified
gamau Sentinelle.
{Quebec)
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION

2977 Ottawa In the magazine Habitas, the book Rectified
reviews were not translated into
French.

3246 Ottawa CHMC's name was engraved in English Rectified

only on a pen.

CHIEF ELECTORAL OFFICER—“There’s Gotta Be Something
Better Than This”

EVALUATION

Election promises are now shrivelling on the vine or yielding their
harvest in due season; soothsayers and diviners, more often pretentious
than prescient, are on the dole; and defeated candidates are sifting
through memories of the magnificent structures that would have been
built on the consent of the majority. But one lamp is still burning: the
Office of the Chief Electoral Officer is patiently at work, preparing for
the next interregnum. While it has acted speedily upon the 18 com-
Plaints received, it has fully implemented only half of the recommenda-
tions formulated as a result of our special study completed in July 1972.
However, the Chief Electoral Officer plans to suggest that various
amendments be made to the Canada Elections Act to ensure the equal
status of both official languages, and he will seek to implement the
other recommendations, with his customary impartial zeal, in order to
ensure that his services are provided in both official languages.

The latest information obtained from the Chief Electoral Officer
indicates that of the 16 recommendations made in July 1972 following
a special study, seven have now been acted upon. In particular, these
recommendations concerned ballots, forms circulated during elections,
special deputy returning officers, and telephone service and correspon-
dence in the offices of returning officers in so-called bilingual electoral
districts (those in which one of the two official languages is the mother
tongue of at least 5% of the enumerated population). With regard to
the two recommendations concerning notices and posters, returning
officers throughout the country will be provided with the general con-
tents of these documents in both official languages, in order to prevent
errors in printing; as for the entries to be, added locally on such
notices and posters, the Chief Electoral Officer informed this Office
that only bilingual electoral districts have staff capable of carrying out
this work correctly in both official languages. As a consequence, these
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two recommendations will be only partly implemented in unilingual
electoral districts. We hope that the Chief Electoral Officer will be
able to find a formula enabling him to conform entirely to these recom-
mendations in the next by-elections or general elections.

In order to improve the quality of printing during election periods,
the Chief Electoral Officer will issue directives to printers, reminding
them of the importance of producing error-free texts in both official
languages. We recommended that persons wishing to communicate
orally or in writing with election officials in the official language other
than the one used in their electoral district be enabled to obtain service
directly from the Office of the Chief Electoral Officer; according to
the latter, implementation of this recommendation presents considerable
difficulties. It is our opinion that the persons to whom this recommenda-
tion refers should be informed by the appropriate media that they can
communicate with Ottawa at no expense. The announcements could
also indicate the telephone number of the Office of the Chief Electoral
Officer in Ottawa.

Two other recommendations concerned the services in both lan-
guages that electors in an electoral bilingual district are entitled to
expect from electoral personnel—enumerators, revising officers and
deputy returning officers. According to the explanations provided by the
Chief Electoral Officer, bilingual services will be available only in
voting districts containing a linguistic minority group “of a certain
size”. (We would like to study in greater detail the implications of this
arrangement before commenting upon it.) However, our Office stresses
the urgency of setting up control mechanisms—as, moreover, the Chief
Electoral Officer proposes to do—ensuring that throughout each bilin-
gual electoral district the minority group receives the services to which
it is entitled under the Official Languages Act.

As it is the responsibility of the political parties to appoint the
returning officers for each electoral district, it is also important to draw
the attention of these parties to the requirements of the Official Lan-
guages Act. They should ensure that the returning officer thus appointed
recruits enumerators, revising officers and deputy returning officers
capable of providing required services in both languages where this
proves to be necessary, particularly in the electoral bilingual districts.

Finally, with regard to amendments to be made to the Canada
Elections Act, the Chief Electoral Officer agreed to enter them on
the agenda of the next meeting of the Standing Committee on Privileges
and Elections. '

Most of the eighteen complaints involving the Office of the Chief
Electoral Officer were submitted by French-speaking Ontarians.
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After communicating with the returning officers concerned, the
Chief Electoral Officer provided us with explanations concerning each
of these complaints. To prevent the recurrence of such incidents, we
reminded him in most cases of the recommendations formulated as a
result of the special study.

COMPLAINTS
FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1983 Windsor Poor quality of the French in public Explanation
announcements. offered
2996, 2998, Sudbury French-speakers were visited by uni- Explanation
3003 lingual English enumerators. offered
3on Richibouc~ Lists of electors and polling divisions Explanation
tou (NB) prepared in English only. offered
3023, 3028 Ottawa, Notice of enumeration completed in Explanation
Timmins English although the information had offered
been furnished in French.
3045 Earlton Telephone reception in English only: Withdrawn
(Ontario) Returning Officer.
3054 Mattawa Unilingual English posters in the post Explanation
(Ontario) office. offered
3060 Ottawa- Services provided in English at the office Rectified
Centre for this electoral district.
3092 Ottawa Enumerators should be able to record Explanation
: the occupations of French-speaking offered
voters in French.
3098 Rogersville Notice of enumeration posted in English Explanation
(NB) only and electors’ occupations re- offered
corded in English only on the list of
electors.
3109 Mattawa Notice posted in English only. Explanation
(Ontario) offered
3110 Ottawa A unilingual English enumerator called Explanation
on a French-speaking person. offered
3116 Ottawa Services provided in English only at the Explanation
polling station. offered
3119 Vancouver Electoral list printed in English only. Explanation
offered
3139 Ottawa A French-speaker was visited by uni- Explanation
lingual English enumerators. offered
3146 Sudbury The majority of the lists of electors were Explanation

compiled in English only.

offered
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COMMUNICATIONS—“Call Me”

EVALUATION

In these days of sophisticated communications systems, from elec-
tronic eavesdropping to telex to telepathy, the only thing worse than
dialling the wrong number is not being able to find it in the directory.
Many of the 16 complaints received against this Department concerned
telephone service, more particularly absence of bilingual listings or oper-
ators. Our Office made recommendations with respect to two com-
plaints. There were, however, no jammed circuits, busy signals or
receivers left off the hook between the two offices. Although federal gov-
ernment telephone listings remain unilingual in many centres across
the country, the Department has acted swiftly to settle complaints and
carry out preventive measures. An Ottawa legend has it also that the
Department’s mynah birds are learning to chirp back in the language of
the caller.

COMPLAINTS

File No. 1579—Telephone Directory

A French-speaker noticed that the listings of federal institutions
were in English only in the Goose Bay telephone directory.

The Department informed the Commissioner that it had already
taken steps to ensure that the listings of federal institutions be made in
both official languages in the telephone directories of places located in
bilingual areas. This programme was to be completed in December
1974 and to include all the main cities of Canada. Since the town of
Goose Bay was located in an area where there was a rather small
French-speaking population, it was not covered in the programme.

The Commissioner recommended that the Department extend its
programme to include other Canadian and foreign cities where there
are federal offices.

The Department replied in September 1974 that the implementa-
tion of the Commissioner’s recommendation required supplementary
funds as well as the necessary change in policy. It had written to the
Treasury Board accordingly.

Treasury Board later recommended that a study be conducted to
examine the situation in foreign countries. The study would be carried
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out by a Government Telecommunications Agency-Information Canada
committee in consultation with the Department of External Affairs and
the Treasury Board Secretariat and it would recommend the action
planned along with the resources required. The committee would
probably complete the study by February 1975.

Listings in Canada could be made bilingual as soon as the Federal
Identity Program Manual was published (publication was planned for
November 1974). As there are 200 directories (including Telex), the
Department would require three years to achieve its objective. This
time estimate reflected the annual production cycle of directories and
the anticipated time required for distribution. The Department was
preparing a submission to Treasury Board to obtain the resources
required.

In the meantime, action had been taken in all departments and
agencies to ensure Federal Government listings would be published in
both official languages in designated bilingual areas on a continuing
basis. With regard to listings not bilingual as of December 1974, the
situation in Canada was .as follows:

a) designated bilingual areas: of a total of 39 directories, 29 would
have 100% bilingual listings; three would have 90%; one at 85%;
five at 75% and the Vancouver directory at 35%; by mid-1975,
100% would be bilingual at all locations;
b) other domestic directories: approximately 200 directories including
Telex will require attention and they would be bilingual by December
1977.

The Commissioner informed the Department that he was satisfied
with the measures taken.

File No. 3170 — Manuals in English

A French-speaker drew the Commissioner’s attention to the fact
that the departmental publication Monitoring Service Manual: MS-1
Operations (2nd edition) was not available in French.

The Department told the Commissioner that the publication was
one of twenty manuals intended for its radio inspectors and other
technical staff. Fifteen of them had already been translated, printed and
distributed. The translation of the manual in question had been com-
pleted and was now being revised, and the French edition was expected
to be ready shortly.

Noting that although the French version of the publication was
expected to be available shortly five manuals in the series had yet to be
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published in French, the Commissioner was of the opinion that this con-
stituted a violation of the Official Languages Act. He therefore decided
to recommend that:

1) the five manuals which were not yet available in French be pub-
lished in that language by 31 March 1975, and

2) in future, all of the Department’s publications, including those in-
tended for the use of its technical staff, be made available simul-
taneously in English and French, preferably in a bilingual edition.

The Department replied as follows to the Commissioner’s recom-
mendations:

1) The French version of the manual MS-1 would go to press on
15 October. Translation of the four other manuals was completed. All
that remained to be done was final revision and preparation of fair copy
for the printers. Everything should be finished by 31 December 1974.

2) For some time the Department had been applying a policy of put-
ting out simultaneous English and French versions of its new publica-
tions. The present manuals had been published in English more than
10 years ago by the Department of Transport, and the sudden demand
for a translation of these publications (more than 500,000 words) had
imposed a heavy burden on its own Translation Services, which had had
to spread the work over a rather long period of time. This explained
the delay in publishing the manuals in French.

The Department added that it had made a new request for addi-
tional translators to the Department of the Secretary of State and hoped
for a favourable response.

FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1852 QOttawa One of the receptionists at the govern- Rectified
ment’s main number replied in French
only.
2034 Ottawa The Governor General’s residence, Ri- Rectified

deau Hall, was listed in English only
in the government directory.

2085 Moncton Government telephone directories in Rectified
Halifax small towns were printed in English
only.
2131 Edmonton Lack of service in French at the federal Rectified
government’s information office in
Edmonton.
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FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION

2164 St.John’s A public servant wished to take French Explanation
(Newfound-  courses. offered
land)

2329 Ottawa No telephone services in French at the Rectified

switchboard of the Communications
Research Centre, Shirley Bay.

2412 Ottawa Unilingual English-speaking switchboard Rectified
operator in the government telephone
repair service.

2658 Kirkland Government agencies were listed in Rectified
Lake English only in the telephone directory
(Ontario) for the Kirkland Lake region.
2926 Ottawa An English-speaker was refused the ser- Explanation
vices of a French monitor, offered
2975 Ottawa A switchboard operator replied in Eng- Explanation
lish to a French-speaking person. offered
3123 Vancouver Not all the listings in the government Rectified
directory were bilingual.
3236 Windsor The government directory was not bilin- Rectified
gual.
3272 Ottawa Cards identifying items on loan to the Not justified

Central Canada Exhibition were al-
legedly unilingual English.

ENVIRONMENT—"“On a Clear Day”

EVALUATION

The Department considers that it has fully carried out 36 of the 45
recommendations this Office made as a result of its 1972 study of the
Atmospheric Environment Service (AES). Recommendations concern-
ing recruitment, language trairiing and retention, translation, the auto-
matic provision of bilingual service to the public, the appointment of a
bilingual co-ordinator, signs, ways of increasing use of French in internal
communications, have received the Department’s ecological attention.
However, the Department has failed to provide enough details on the
actual measures taken, and is not capable of forecasting when the nine
outstanding recommendations will be put into effect.

On the other hand, the Department seems to have fully imple-
mented seven of the nine minor recommendations we made after study-
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ing the Fisheries Service, Moncton, in 1972; it has made serious
progress in fully carrying out the remaining two.

Members of the public transmitted 40 complaints against Environ-
ment Canada, five of which led to recommendations. These were acted
on within a reasonable time. To the other 35 complaints, the De-
partment usually. reacted promptly and settled them effectively.

Environment Canada has successfully changed its headquarters’
(in Hull) bilingual appearance by giving priority to French on all visual
aspects. Nevertheless, it has a major fog-lifting task ahead before the
two official languages are equally free of haze.

With respect to Special Studies (AES) recommendations, in several
instances, information provided by the Department implied that imple-
mentation was either partly achieved or it was less than adequate. For
example, in the case of our recommendation that publications be
produced automatically in both official languages, the Department has
made an exception where original scientific research material is con-
cerned. However, its decision is being re-appraised by this Office in the
light of recent complaints.

Of the nine recommendations yet to be acted on, Environment
Canada imposed limitations on the one concerning publication of the
internal newsletter Zephyr completely in both languages. Departmental
policy is to print the lead article in English and French, and other
articles and information in the official language of the author. The
Department believes that such a practice aids the development of “bi-
lingual conscience and competence” and it encourages French-speakers
to write articles in their own language. The Department has improved
the bilingual appearance of Zephyr since receiving this Office’s recom-
mendations but, in some respects, the equality of status of both lan-
guages is still not being respected. The solution might be to encourage
the preparation of texts in either language and to translate a few more
articles into French.

Environment Canada has moved on the remaining recommenda-
tions which, with the exception of the one concerning language training
for support staff, relate mainly to the Department’s contacts with the
public. These contacts involved the AES exhibit at the Ontario Science
Centre as well as the provision of various types of weather information.
As of January 1975, weather services are available in both official
languages east of Thunder Bay only. However, plans are in the offing
to introduce a computerized forecast translation system for eastern and
western Canada by June 1975. If this date proves untenable, a manned
unit will be established in order to meet the Department’s own Decem-
ber 1975 deadline.
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As ways of increasing the use of French in internal communica-
tions, the Department’s ideas included recruiting French-speakers and
encouraging the preparation of scientific research texts in French.

The 1972 study of the Fisheries Service, Moncton, led to only
nine minor recommendations, thanks to the efforts already made there
by the Department. By November 1974, the Department considered
as fully implemented seven recommendations covering signage, tele-
phone service in both langunages, bilingual service in the Albert branch
office, bilingual forms, rubber stamps and form letters intended for
public use. The Department has taken steps to put fully into effect two
partly implemented recommendations; measures were underway to
introduce bilingual flashes on uniforms and, in the case of telephone
identification, the Department instructed employees to identify the office
in both languages.

COMPLAINTS

File No. 1667—Language of Work in Hull

An alderman for the city of Hull sent the Commissioner a copy of
a letter that he had addressed to the Minister of the Environment with
reference to a complaint that he had received concerning the language
of work in the Fontaine Building in Hull.

A woman had come to work in the Department in what she
expected to be a bilingual setting. She was extremely disappointed to
find that she was required to do little work requiring a knowledge of
French. She realized that her supervisor and all the personnel in her
section were unilingual English-speakers, which accounted for the fact
that not only was 95% of her work in English, but she was obliged to
communicate throughout the day with other staff members in English
only. For these reasons, she quit her job.

The alderman wrote that this situation was intolerable, and that
management personnel assigned to federal buildings in Hull should be
bilingual.

The Department sent the Commissioner a copy of a letter that the
Minister had addressed to the complainant, explaining the reasons for
the departure of the employee in question.

The Commissioner nevertheless insisted on carrying out a more
thorough investigation of the status of the French language in the
Department’s head office. This investigation touched on the following
points:
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(!) Bilingualism directives

The Commissioner asked the Department whether it had ever
issued any directives concerning bilingualism. The Department replied
in May 1973 that its first directives dated from May and July 1970,
when it was called the Department of Fisheries and Forestry. The crea-
tion of the Department of the Environment from elements of seven
existing departments, following an Order in Council in November 1970
and an Act of Parliament approved in June 1971, did not take place
without a certain amount of confusion. It was for this reason that
during its long gestation period, the Department of the Environment had
not given the matter of bilingualism, then under study, the attention that
it would otherwise have had. It pointed out, however, that it had already
issued two directives relating to the language of work in French-
language units, as well as memoranda concerning bilingual signs.

In June 1973, the Deputy Minister of the Environment published
a brochure for the information of all employees, entitled “Policy on
Bilingualism in the Department”.

The Commissioner nevertheless pointed out to the Department that
its policy, while commendable, was not specific enough with regard to
the language of work. He would have liked to see the Department draw
up a detailed plan for the establishment of French as one of the two
working languages in a number of its branches, particularly in the
Fontaine Building. He therefore recommended that the Department
prepare such a plan and send him a copy of it for discussion purposes.

In response to this recommendation, the Department indicated that
the government had not yet adopted any concrete measures or proposed
any program for implementing the second part of the June 1973 resolu-
tion of Parliament on the official languages. The Department was, more-
over, eagerly awaiting government directives in this regard. On the
other hand, it believed that the identification and designation of bilingual
positions could only serve to promote the use of French as a working
language.

(2) Services to personnel

The Commissioner asked the Department if all services provided
to personnel by the Personnel Directorate, the Library, Legal Services
and so forth were made available in both official languages.

The Department replied that one of the clauses of its bilingualism
policy stipulated that “effective immediately, in all matters of personnel
services, employees of both language groups will be served either in the
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written or oral form in their preferred official language”. It added that
this was in fact the practice.

(3) Francophone representation

In May 1973, Francophone representation in the senior adminis-
tration of the Department was limited to two persons: the Senior
Assistant Deputy Minister and the Director-General of Personnel. It has
since doubled with the appointment of a Director-General of Finance
and Facilities and a Director of Federal-Provincial Programs.

The Commissioner reminded the Department that the parliamen-
tary secretary to the President of the Privy Council had informed the
House of Commons on 16 May 1973 that 88.9% of the employees of
the Department were unilingual English-speakers. He made it clear that
he was troubled by the low proportion of French-speakers. He con-
sequently invited the Department to take all measures necessary to
increase the number of French-speaking employees during the next few
years, in order to achieve a better numerical balance between English-
speakers and French-speakers at all levels.

The Department replied that any appointment in the Public Service
was subject to the merit principle and that to date, the expression of
willingness to learn a second language and the knowledge of it were
considered equivalent in this respect. The Department added that if the
resolution of Parliament of June 1973 had been followed by a govern-
ment program promoting the recruitment of French-speakers, its bilin-
gualism policy would have reflected this. It was prepared to change its
policy should the government adopt a plan in this regard. It stated
that in any case, it was very conscious of the imbalance in the propor-
tion of English-speakers and French-speakers, and that it was now
making every effort to rectify this situation on the basis of current
government policy and the Public Service Employment Act.

(4) Language requirements of positions

Since the Department was proceeding with the identification of
bilingual and unilingual positions during the course of this investigation,
the Commissioner expressed the hope that the proportion of unilingual
French and bilingual positions would reflect more accurately than in
the past the linguistic balance in the general population.

According to the Department’s census, the breakdown of positions
to be progressively designated between now and December 1978 is as
follows: 72% of the positions require English only, 3% require French
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only, 16% require knowledge of both languages and 9% require
knowledge of either language; in principle, this would open a total of
12% of the positions to unilingual French-speakers.

The Commissioner was of the opinion that the figures cited above
were only preliminary data subject to amendment by Treasury Board
and did not necessarily reflect the situation in the Public Service as a
whole. Treasury Board had assured him that it was at present actively
engaged in developing a program which would give French greater
prominence in the federal Public Service, especially in its regional oper-
ations in Quebec, in accordance with the second part of the resolution
adopted by Parliament in June 1973.

(5) Integration into the community

The Commissioner asked the Department whether it had taken
special measures since moving to Hull to integrate itself as harmoniously
as possible into the surrounding language community.

The Department replied that before and since its arrival in Hull,
it had taken measures which, though mainly of a socio-economic nature,
had nevertheless had an effect in the cultural and linguistic sphere.
These measures had begun with the Department’s own initiative to
change the name of the building from “Brontor” to “Fontaine” and
had touched upon other aspects, such as urban transportation, taxi
service, the purchase of equipment, warchouse facilities, personnel
recruitment agencies and the transfer of its social activities; the Depart-
ment had also asked its Co-ordinator of Bilingualism Development to
examine the possibility of implementing through his services the most
recent decision of the Hull city council regarding the priority to be
given to French in the posting of notices.

The Commissioner strongly encouraged the Department to con-
tinue its efforts in this direction, so that its linguistic image might
become more satisfactory to the people of Hull.

(6) French-language units

The Commissioner pointed out to the Department that it was
somewhat surprising that there were no French-language units in the
headquarters of a department as large as Environment Canada. Firmly
convinced that every federal institution should have such units at its
head office, the Commissioner recommended that this question be
closely re-examined once the identification of bilingual and unilingual
positions was completed, and that at least some of the main divisions of
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the Department be transformed into French-language units. He made it
clear that this measure should have no bearing on the recommendation
made in point No. 1, since in his opinion French should enjoy the status
of a working language outside the French-language units.

The Department replied that the establishment of French-language
units in the National Capital Region was a difficult matter. In the first
place, Hull had to be considered a part of the region, just as Ottawa
was. It followed that Hull was subject to government policy applicable
to the region as a whole. The Department added that even though it
was always advisable to take the sociological climate into consideration,
the mere fact of being located in Hull rather than Ottawa made it no
easier to set up French-language units.

At the end of an in-depth analysis of the possibility of creating
French-language units in the National Capital Region, the Department
concluded that this would not be feasible at the present time. It con-
sidered, in fact, that it had first to ensure that services were provided in
French to the 17 French-language units already in existence and that all
communications with these units were carried out in French. To this
end, the Department had designated as bilingual more than one-third
of the positions in divisions in the National Capital Region and the
Atmospheric Environment Service in Toronto which in the course of
their work had contact with the French-language units. The Department
was eagerly awaiting the government program concerning French-
language units, and it assured the Commissioner that it would enthusi-
astically implement any practical plan that might be proposed.

In addition, the Department indicated that it was examining the
possibility of setting up French-language work groups. These would
differ from French-language units in that the employees assigned to
them would continue to serve other staff members in both languages,
at the same time encouraging French-speakers and bilingual English-
speakers to address them and obtain services in French.

(7) Percentage of work in French

The Commissioner asked the Department approximately what per-
centage of work, by job category, was carried out in French in the
Fontaine Building. The Department replied that this percentage varied
greatly according to the type of service provided and to the job category
involved. It was also necessary to distinguish between oral work and
written work. Even within the written work category, according to the
Department, it was difficult to arrive at an exact figure. The Depart-
ment sent the Commissioner various statistics, mainly concerning divis-
ions providing services to departmental personnel. It said it was hoping
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for an improved percentage in several of these divisions as well as in
other branches of the Department.

The Department recently informed the Commissioner that the use
of French had increased in branches other than the Personnel Direc-
torate. As an example it mentioned the Quebec Regional Board, one
of five regional boards located throughout the country, which worked
exclusively in French; the minutes of its meetings were distributed to
the entire Department in French only.

Moreover, in its budget estimates for 1974-75, the Department
asked Treasury Board to grant it a total of eighty-four man-years for
the creation of unilingual French positions in the divisions responsible
for staffing, administrative trainees, services to the French-language
units, training and development and working instruments.

(8) Documents for general use

The question asked of the Department on this subject was whether
all documents for general use by employees in carrying out their duties,
such as notices, directives, reports, manuals and so forth, were pro-
vided in both official languages.

The Department replied that some of the documents for general
use were already available in both official languages. Moreover, as part
of its new bilingualism policy, all new documents of this type would be
distributed in English and French. With regard to other documents
which were available in only one language, they would be translated
no later than 31 December 1978. The Commissioner asked the Depart-
ment to expedite the translation of these documents.

The Department recently indicated that its plan for translating all
unilingual documents by the end of 1978 would be subject to two
external factors. It mentioned the Alie Report, named after the person
who evaluated the Department’s translation needs last summer: this
study and the recommendations which resulted from it were presented to
the Translation Bureau of the Department of the Secretary of State. It
added that the Translation Bureau had agreed to assign an additional
translation module to the Department of the Environment immediately
and to provide it with one or two others during the 1974-75 fiscal
year. The Department pointed out that the systematic distribution of
documents in both languages throughout its organization by December
1978 would depend on the effectiveness of these new resources.

The Commissioner assured the alderman that he would continue
to follow closely the promises made by the Department, and that he
would keep him informed of any significant developments.
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File No. 2056—“Environmentally Yours”

A father in Ottawa sent the Commissioner a copy of a pamphlet
entitled “Environmentally Yours” which was included in the material
addressed to thousands of students in the “Student Mailbag”.

The Department informed the Commissioner that the document
“Environmentally Yours” was made up of articles which originally
appeared in two departmental publications, “Pollution Primer” and
“Environment Needs You”.

“Environmentally Yours” was first published as a supplement to a
recent issue of the magazine “Today’s Generation”, which is sent to
some 125,000 secondary school students across Canada. The “Student
Mailbag” is a mailing system made available by the publishers of the
magazine and their circulation list belongs to the agency, Canadian High
News Limited.

Unfortunately, this magazine was published only in English. There
were no comparable magazines or distribution services available in
French. However, with the assistance of the Information Services
Branch of Environment Canada, the publisher arranged with the pub-
lishers of the magazine “Le naturaliste” to produce a French version of
“Environmentally Yours”. Again with the co-operation of the Informa-
tion Services Branch, the publisher endeavoured to draw up mailing
lists for the French-speaking public in order to enlarge his own reader-
ship.

The Commissioner recommended to the Department that mailing
lists be carefully checked to ensure that French-speaking students
attending English-language schools (and vice versa) always receive
government publications in the official language of their choice.

File No. 2183—Creeping Errors

The complainant noted that several signs at the Department of
the Environment in Hull contained errors: for example, “Gestion de
TEnvironment,” “Relevés Hydrologique—" “Chef de la Services du
Personnel.” ‘

The Department acknowledged that a great many errors had crept
into the signs, which had been hastily prepared when its offices were
moved to Hull. It invited representatives of the. Commissioner to visit
the premises and submit to the Commissioner a list of the corrective
measures to be taken.

The Commissioner recommended:

1) that all notices and signs for informing the public or the staff as a
whole at Place Vincent Massey be bilingual;
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2) that one or two persons competent in French and English be
designated by the Department to be responsible for all notices and

signs;
3) that no employee be authorized to make changes in notices or signs

or to put up new signs unless the French and English texts have been
approved by the person(s) designated by the Department.

The Department welcomed these recommendations and took the
necessary steps to carry them out. It also sent the Commissioner a copy
of the directives it had issued in this regard.

File No. 2268—Regional Managers

The complainant noticed that a competition poster advertising
positions of Regional Managers stated that a knowledge of English only
was required. Since the duties of these positions included dealing with
the general public and departmental personnel, the complainant was of
the opinion that two positions, those of Regional Managers for Quebec
and the Maritimes, should require a knowledge of both English and
French.

The Department replied that the two positions of District Managers
in the Maritimes and in Quebec had been declared bilingual. The in-
cumbents of these positions report to the Regional Managers and
should be able to satisfy the need for service to the public in both
official languages.

Considering that the positions of Regional Managers included
supervisory duties in regions where French should be (Quebec) or could
be (Maritimes) the normal language of work, in addition to the respon-
sibility of dealing with the public, the Commissioner recommended that
these positions be declared bilingual.

The Department replied that the position of Regional Manager
(Quebec) would require the knowledge of both English and French. It
added, however, that the language requirements for the position of
Regional Manager (Maritimes) would not be changed since they had
been established in conformity with Treasury Board guidelines. The
Treasury Board concurred in the Department’s decision. The Commis-
sioner indicated that he maintained his position on his recommendation
and that he would in due course report on its implementation to the
Clerk of the Privy Council and Parliament.

After further discussions, the Commissioner asked for an organ-
izational chart of positions in the Maritime Region (Fisheries and
Marine Service) from the level of Chief to that of Director, along
with an indication of language requirements and designation dates,
as well as a description of duties for each of these positions. This would
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allow the Commissioner to assess more fully the nature of services
offered to the general public and departmental employees. Shortly after,
the Department announced that the position of “Regional Manager,
Small Craft Harbours—Maritime Region” had been identified as
bilingual in conformity with the Commissioner’s recommendation. The
Department also promised to send the required organizational chart as
soon as its current reorganization has been completed.

File No. 2416—Fisheries Service

A French-speaker from Shediac, New Brunswick, where 85% of
the population is French-speaking, stated that the Fisheries Service
office in Shediac answers its telephone in English only.

After a first check, the Department told the Commissioner that the
receptionist had indeed answered: “Fisheries Service/Service des
Péches” to the caller. Then the latter apparently began a short conver-
sation which was carried on in very acceptable French.

After receiving the Department’s reply, a check made by a repre-
sentative of the Commissioner’s office revealed that although the tele-
phone receptionist was in fact bilingual she failed to identify the Service
in French.

The Commissioner recommended that the telephone be answered in
the two official languages at the Fisheries Service office in Shediac.

The Senior Assistant Députy Minister for Fisheries and Marine
Sciences issued a directive ordering telephone receptionists always to
identify the Fisheries Service in French and English.

FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1705 Ottawa Ottawa Weather Office identified in Rectified
English only on the telephone.
1763 Wye Marsh Unilingual English documents sent to a Rectified
(Ontario) French-language organization by the

Wye Marsh Wildlife Centre operated
by the Canadian Wildlife Service.

1820 Ottawa A competition poster announcing an Rectified
opening for a director stated that only
a knowledge of English was essential.

1892 Ottawa Unilingual English signs in the parking Rectified
lot of the Canadian Wildlife Service’s
Eastern Region office.

1925 Ottawa Transfer to Toronto of a unilingual Rectified
English employee: Weather Office.

125



FILE NO. PLACE NATURE OF COMPLAINT DISPOSITION
1978 Montreal Garbage bag labelled in English only. Withdrawn
2093, 2344 Halifax and Press releases in English only sent to a Rectified

Fredericton French daily.
2116, 2342 Winnipeg Services rarely available in French at the Rectified
(Manitoba) Winnipeg Weather Office.
2125 North Bay Calls for tenders posted in English only Rectified
(Ontario) in the post office.
2304 Ottawa Unilingual English stamp. Rectified
2439 Burlington  Provisions were allegedly made to use Rectified
(Ontario) English as the only working language
at the International Symposium on
the Geochemistry of Natural Waters.
2456 Hamilton Unilingual English brochure. Explanation
offered
2588 Ottawa Unilingual English emblem on a French- Rectified
: language publication released by the
Canadian Hydrographic Service.
2641, 2650, Ottawa Mediocrity of the French in the Decem- Rectified
2684 ber 1973 edition of the magazine
Péches.
2680 Ottawa Unsatisfactory results of a French Rectified
Language Knowledge Examination
due to noisy conditions.
2981 Ottawa No French version of the Weather Ways Explanation
manual (1974). offered
3022 Ottawa Poor quality of the French in a publica- Rectified
tion.
3089 Ottawa Application for a position rejected. Explanation
offered
3104 Ottawa Publication available in English only. Rectified
3209 Hull Menu and service in English only at the Explanation
(Quebec) restaurant in the Fontaine Building.  offered

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS—“I Left My Heart in San Francisco”

EVALUATION

In diplomatic circles, where euphemism is traded for understate-
ment, any crude criticism would suggest that the spokesman was but
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a mere third vice-consul unable to distinguish démarche from diktat.
And vyet, one cannot help but wonder at this Department’s “surprisingly”
slow progress. According to usually reliable sources, it is true, several
of our recommendations have been or will soon be included in the
Department’s Manual of Procedures. On the other hand, to state that
the Department has been a little lackadaisical in dealing with the 19
complaints filed since last year would not be so unfair as to justify an
aide-mémoire of protest.

The missions that the Department of External Affairs maintains
in Western Europe and the Americas were the subject of a special
study in 1972, and of a report containing 51 recommendations con-
cerning such aspects of the application of the Official Languages Act
as representation, human resources, departmental directives, manuals,
printed matter and forms, reception of telephone calls, and internal
communication.

The most recent information obtained indicates that of a total of
51 recommendations, 10 may be considered fully implemented, 18
partly implemented, and 19 not implemented. The Department has
given no indication of the fate of the other four recommendations. In
other words, while some progress has been made, much remains to
be done.

The situation may be summarized as follows: in terms of accom-
plishments, it is clear that the Department has fully or partly imple-
mented a number of recommendations concerning services offered to
the public and internal communication at its missions.

The Department has reminded senior officials at its missions to
respect the equal status of the two official languages in contacts with
the public; it has also made efforts to respect this status in the exhibi-
tions for which it is responsible. Moreover, it has adopted many, if not
all, of the measures recommended to improve telephone service at the
missions. As the missions distribute official statements and make films
available to the public, the Department has tried to ensure that «all state-
ments appear in both official languages and that a suitable proportion of
films are available in each of the two languages at all locations. Finally,
the Department is making sure that printed matter distributed to the
public by the missions is available in both official languages, preferably
in a single document; where this type of presentation is not possible,
each version identifies the Department in both languages, and the reader
is informed that an equivalent document exists in the other official
language. The recommendation that all forms for use outside the
Department be bilingual has been carried out, but the one requiring
that rubber stamps for external use be made bilingual has been only
partly implemented.
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In terms of accomplishments relating to internal communication, a
number of recommendations have been wholly ar partly implemented.
In the area of departmental directives, the missions have assembled
documentation on bilingualism, and the Department has partly imple-
mented recommendations that bilingual administration manuals, refer-
ence works and dictionaries be made available to employees at the
missions. In addition, although to only a limited degree, documents for
general use within the missions are issued simultaneously in both
languages.

Along with these fairly substantial accomplishments, the Office
of the Commissioner noted a number of weaknesses. Certain recom-
mendations relating to contact with the public and internal communica-
tion have not yet been carried out. This is the case with two recom-
mendations that works contained in mission libraries be made available
in both languages in a suitable ratio.

It is also the case with two recommendations concerning identifica-
tion of the Department in both official languages in press releases and
classified advertisements. Finally, the recommendations concerning visual
aspects, forms, stationery, cards and typewriters have not all been
carried out.

COMPLAINTS

File No. 1935 — Cars of the future

A French-speaker complained that documents distributed to the
public at an exhibition of cars of the future were for the most part
printed in English only. Certain captions describing the exhibits were
also in English as were the films shown on closed-circuit television,

The exhibition had been prepared by the Department with the
help of the National Museum of Science and Technology and the De-
partment of the Environment, on the occasion of the meeting in Ottawa
of the NATO Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society.

The Department informed the Commissioner that it had sought to
ensure that documentation and captions supplied by NATO were bilin-
gual. This had indeed been the case.

In regard to other participants, the Department explained that they
represented automobile manufacturers or the Government of the United
States and that it found it difficult to press unduly the matter of bilin-
gualism. Given the nature of the exhibition, the short space of time
allowed for its preparation and the large number of bilingual documents
which had nevertheless been made available to the public, the Depart-
ment believed that it had done all it could to fulfil its role. The number
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of visitors on 14 and 15 April had greatly exceeded predictions and
it was quite possible that documents in a given language had not been
available at one time or another.

In reply, the Commissioner stated that he believed it was im-
portant, for events of this type, to provide the documentation offered
to the public in French as well as in English. He therefore recom-
mended that participants in such exhibitions be invited in future to
comply in this respect with the provisions of the Official Languages Act.

The Department assured the Commissioner that it always sought
to reflect the bilingual character of Canada in public events of a similar
nature. When the bilingualism adviser learned that the Department would
be responsible for or would take part in an exhibition, he made certain
that both official languages were given their proper place by sending a
memorandum on the matter to those responsible. The Department indi-
cated to the Commissioner that, for example, it had ensured the
bilingual character of the Conference of Commonwealth Prime Mints-
ters held in the summer of 1973, as well as that of the Conference of
Commonwealth Ministers of Finance (September 1974) and of the
visit of the Prime Minister of Japar during the same month. Some
time ago, the bilingualism adviser had established close contacts with the
various branches of the Department and was preparing for the con-
ference and exhibition to be held in Vancouver in 1976. The Depart-
ment explained that it obviously could not be responsible for the acts or
omissions of other departments and agencies. With regard to events in
which it took par