
The linguistic challenge 
of the '80s: 
Issues in bilingualism 

Language reform: 
an overview 

Language and the public sector: 
principle and the art of the possible 

Language and business: 
the Achilles' heel of bilingualism in Canada 

Language and education: 
full speed ahead, apply the brakes, 
or change course? 

reeee angst) e o  i  ocenurrespertsore 
by the office of the Commissioner of 
Official Languages, Trent University, 
Peterborough, September 10 and 11, 1982. 



La 
 

No. 10 Summer 1983 

is a magazine of 
information and opinion published by the Com-
missioner of Official Languages, Max Yalden. 
The quarterly magazine encourages a reflective 
approach to language matters, both Canadian 
and international, while providing a forum for 
informed debate on the issues. 

The opinions expressed by contributors are 
their own, and do not necessarily reflect the 
views of the Commissioner. 

Advisory Council 

Nick Ardanaz 
Principal, Kennedy Elementary School, British 
Columbia. 

Henry Best 
President of Laurentian University, Ontario. 

Jean-Denis Gendron 
Director of the Centre international de recherche  sur 
le  bilinguisme,  Laval University, Quebec. 

John Godfrey 
Chancellor of the University of King's College, 
Nova Scotia. 

John Gray 
Ottawa bureau chief of the Globe and Mail, Ontario. 

Marton Vennat 
Vice-president, administration, and general counsel, 
AES Data Ltd, Quebec. 

Bernard Wilhelm 
Professor, University of Regina, Saskatchewan. 

Language and Society is prepared by the Information 
Branch, Office of the Commissioner of Official Lan-
guages. Director: Christine Sirois; Editor: Marie-
Andrée  C.-Renaud; Production: Roslyn Tremblay. 

Letters may be sent to the Editor, Office of the Com-
missioner of Official Languages, Ottawa, Canada 
K1A OT8 Tel.: (613) 995-7717. 

Copies of the magazine may be obtained free of 
charge from the same address. 

Articles may be reprinted with a credit to Language 
and Society, a publication of the Commissioner of 
Official Languages of Canada. 

©Minister of Supply and Services Canada 1983 
Printed in Canada 

COMMISSIONER  OF OFFICIAL 
LANGUAGES 

COMMISSAIRE 
AUX LANGUES OFFIŒLLES 

The linguistic 
challenge 
of the '80s 
Issues 
in bilingualism 

T
his special issue of Language and Society contains a 
record of the proceedings of a colloquium 
convened on September 10 and 11, 1982, at 

Trent University, Peterborough, Ontario by Max 
Yalden, Commissioner of Official Languages. The 
theme of the colloquium was The Linguistic Challenge 
of the '805: Issues in Bilingualism. 

The fifty or so participants included distinguished 
Canadian business people, academics and journalists, 
as well as politicians and public servants from both 
the federal and provincial levels of government. 
Together they represented all regions of Canada and 
both official language communities. 

In his letter of invitation to participants, the 
Commissioner noted: 

Since the Report of the Royal Commission on 
Bilingualism and Biculturalism, a great deal has 
happened in the field of official languages, 
starting with the federal and New Brunswick 
Official Languages Acts continuing up to ... the 
entrenchment of linguistic rights in the Consti-
tution. Yet there have been few occasions to 
reflect on where we have got to and where we 
ought to be heading. I think it is time to remedy 
that lack. 

Following an introductory address by the Commis-
sioner, participants devoted a half day to each of three 
key fields: the public sector, business and education. 
At each session, delivery of a principal paper was 
followed by comments by two designated discussants 
and by a general discussion. The colloquium 
concluded with an address by His Excellency the 
Governor General, Edward Schreyer. 

At the opening session, the question of bilingual 
districts stole the limelight. Proposed by the B and B 
Commission and provided for in the federal Official 
Languages Act, bilingual districts have never been 
formally proclaimed. Has an opportunity been lost 
forever? Are the political difficulties that proclama-
tion might bring insuperable? Is there another way to 
get the same result without running into such 
difficulties? These and other questions were debated 
with a mix of pessimism and optimism. 
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A group of distinguished Canadians gathered at Trent University last fall to assess 

  the future of bilingualism in Canada. Thomas H.B. Symons, Vanier professor at Trent 

University, and Jean de Grandpré, Chairman of the Board of Bell Canada Enterprises, served 

  as discussion leaders. This special issue of Language and Society features excerpts 

from a variety of the presentations given at the colloquium as well as highlights 

of the ensuing debates on language reform. 

Participants in the second session, which was devoted 
to language in the public sector, sought to determine 
the direction that language reform measures should 
take in the future. Should a major thrust be given to 
new breakthroughs, particularly in language of 
work? Should the present system be dismantled? Or 
should the goal be steady and consistent progress 
along the lines of current federal and provincial 
language policies? Opinions were split between 
proponents of gradualism and those who saw 
continued reform as an urgent matter that called for 
concrete action and imaginative gestures of generosi-
ty towards the linguistic minorities. 

The third session dealt with language and business, 
and focussed particularly on language of work in 
Quebec and in other French-speaking regions of 
Canada. The discussion covered a broad range of 
issues: the language or languages of corporate 
headquarters, the responsibility of Crown corpora-
tions to act as linguistic trend-setters, the advantages 
and disadvantages of government intervention in the 
form of language legislation regulating the private 
sector, and the overall effects for business and society 
of Quebec's francization programme. 

On language and education, the topic of the final 
session, the discussion unravelled into several quite 
distinct threads: the impact on educational authori-
ties of the new Charter of Rights and Freedoms; the 
need for a national language-in-education strategy; a 
call for universities to set second-language entry and 
graduation requirements; and the equally important 
need for Canadians at large to be better informed of 
educational options vis-à-vis language education. 

While it was not the purpose of the colloquium to 
reach formal conclusions or adopt resolutions, a 
number of very specific issues and proposals were 
given serious consideration. All participants agreed 
that the task of language reform remains unfinished. 
But there was far less consensus on the question of 
backlash among English-speaking Canadians if new 
initiatives are pressed in the '80s, and among 
French-speaking Canadians if they are not. Partici-
pants became increasingly aware of the fine line that 
separates consolidation from complacency, initiative  

from upheaval. In sum, the most striking single 
thread that ran through virtually every discussion 
was the question of the pace of reform. 

As co-chairmen of the discussions, we were able to 
say little at the time. Now, however, our patience is 
rewarded with this opportunity to set down some of 
our reflections. First, it seems clear to us that some 
language reform measures must advance more 
quickly than others. For example, members of the 
public have a very fundamental right to receive 
federal services in the official language of their choice; 
the effort to provide such services in a proper manner 
must surely take precedence over certain less urgent 
questions. At the same time, it should be clear that 
lasting progress in language reform will depend upon 
appropriate and effective developments in the sphere 
of public education. 

If, understandably enough, little consensus was 
reached on the detailed application of the many 
language reform programmes that exist in today's 
Canada, the Trent Colloquium served an undeniably 
useful purpose by helping all concerned to put their 
respective tasks in greater perspective. The challenge 
of the '80s will be to ensure that the progress of the 
past decade translates into a permanent, concrete and 
essentially natural condition in which English and 
French enjoy equality of status in government, 
business and education, three areas of society that 
directly affect virtually every Canadian. 

Thomas H.B. Symons 

e/eeee4-. 
Jean de Grandpré 

Co-Chairmen 
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Has language reform, a product of the political crisis of  th..  early '60s, established 

a greater degree of linguistic justice and thereby attained its goal of improving relation:. 

between Canada's Francophones and Anglophones? This question was addressed by 

Maxwell Yalden, Commissioner of Official Languages; Paul Lacoste, Rector of the University 

of Mon'-eal and Senator Lowell Murray, an active participant in the work of the Special 

Joint Commit( ee of the Senate and of the House of Commons on Official Languages. 

An overview of la refor 

MAXWELL YALDEN 

A
starting point for our discussion might be to ask 
whether, either individually or collectively, we 
Canadians give our particular and often precarious 

linguistic environment the attention it demands. Some 
people, of course, think that language matters already take 
up an inordinate amount of time and money and would 
be better left to find a less conspicuous level among our 
social priorities. It is not a view I share, but that may be 
due to professional bias. It is nevertheless worth asking 
what kind of attention to, and intervention in, language 
matters Canadian society in the '80s will support. 

To answer this kind of question, we need to examine what 
Canada set out to do in the area of language reform, how 
realistic our expectations were, and how to modify them 
in light of experience. 

Obviously, not everyone agreed with the various proposals 
that emerged from the work of the Royal Commission on 
Bilingualism and Biculturalism. But there has been a degree 
of consensus on a number of principles, starting with the 
recognition of the two official languages in law and in prac-
tice, and proceeding through a wide variety of reforms at 
both federal and provincial levels. Here I need only mention 

the Official Languages Act of 1969; the Parliamentary Reso-
lution of 1973 on language in the Public Service of Canada; 
the 1982 Charter of Rights; the New Brunswick Official 
Languages Act; the progress achieved in Ontario toward 
a more bilingual administration; the recent decision of the 
Government of Manitoba to make services more readily 
available in French; and advances in virtually all provinces 
with respect to minority-language education. 

If we ask whether this means that governments have accom-
plished everything we set out to achieve, or even that the 
major problems have been resolved, the answer is quite 
obviously in the negative. But if we also ask whether it was 
reasonable to suppose that this could be done in the dozen 
or so years we have been involved in this work, the answer 
is equally clear. 

It may well be that progress so far has not been sufficient 

to convince our French-speaking population, particularly 
but by no means exclusively in Quebec, that they can have 
a real stake in this country without sacrificing their linguistic 
and cultural distinctiveness. Considering where we started 
from, where we are today is pretty remarkable. But judged 
against the expectations which many had to begin with, 
and judged against the profound and legitimate sense of 
grievance that many French-speaking Canadians felt at the 

outset, the game is still in the balance. 

This should not unduly surprise or dismay us. Leaving aside 
those who are convinced from the beginning that a bilingual 
regime for Canada was either evil or impossible, I am 
inclined to argue that our initial sense of idealism and 

urgency may have misled us in more than one respect —
for example, into the belief that, because the underlying 
injustices seemed obvious, they could be quickly and easily 
corrected; or because official bilingualism had a certain 
acceptance in principle, it could as readily be applied in 
practice. 

There is no question that the years since the end of the work 

of the B & B Commission and the promulgation of the Offi-
cial Languages Act have been a school of hard knocks for 
those who entertained these rather dewy-eyed beliefs. We 
have learned, I think, to take a more realistic measure of 
the complexity of linguistic relationships and of our abilities 
to mould them. 

Perhaps, above all, we have begun to learn the limits of 
what the state can accomplish. We cannot aspire to or 
impose a kind of bilingualism that asks too much of us as 
human beings or which is false to the fundamental notion 
of reciprocity. Like it or not, the effort to make Canada an 
effectively bilingual nation means steering a difficult course 
between consent and a certain amount of pushing. And 
that means presenting a perspective on the progress of 
language reform which makes some kind of sense to most 
Canadians. 
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By that kind of long-term accounting, we have no reason 
to hang our heads. Much that is positive has happened and 
better underpinnings are in place. Let me quickly review 
the situation with you and see what we might learn for our 
efforts in the '80s. 

Linguistic equality — principles and structures 
In accordance with its mandate, the B & B Commission 
frequently referred to the "equal partnership" of English 
and French communities in Canada. The word "partnership" 
resonates with overtones of mutual trust, collaboration and 
a just sharing of benefits. It also supposes practical arrange-
ments that are set down for all to see, and some structure 
of parallelism or reciprocity to give them form. 

The kind of linguistic equilibrium that Canada has chosen 
to develop over the last fifteen years places a strong empha-
sis on individual language rights within a concept of limited 
territoriality. In contrast to the Belgian model, which sets 
off two essentially unilingual territories (with Brussels as 
a bilingual area), we have sought to establish a structure 
that offers not only considerable scope for individual choice 
within the bilingual heartland, but even a fair degree of 
minority-language support elsewhere. 

Our geography, linguistic demography and even our politi-
cal system make this structure difficult to realize. That we 
have done as well as we have is a measure of our will to 
succeed. 

Nevertheless, there is still an abiding scepticism among 
French-speaking Canadians about the reality and viability 
of these arrangements as a means of protecting and promot-
ing the French language and culture. The constitutional 
achievements of last spring are of the first importance, and 
they remain to be fully tested. The recent judgement of 
Chief Justice Deschênes is clearly a landmark decision, but 
it is doubtless only the beginning of a lengthy process of 
clarification of the impact of the language rights set out 
in the Charter. 

In other words, in most provinces the official-language 
minorities are still a long way from home and dry. And 
even if the lot of Anglo-Quebecers is for the moment prefer-
able to that of Francophones outside Quebec, disturbing 
tendencies in that province have already resulted in a 
substantial Anglophone exodus. 

The federal scene 
The federal government, in addition to providing leadership 
and support, becomes a sort of test case for the workability 
of institutional bilingualism aimed at maximizing individual 
choices over large geographic areas. Three things seem to 
me to emerge with particular clarity from the federal experi-
ence in implementing the Official Languages Act: 

• being able to do business in two languages in many 
domains and over great distances calls for much more 
organization and administrative discipline than many at 
first imagined; 

• even when the institution finally begins to get itself orga-
nized to do business in two languages, a key dimension 
is missing if public servants themselves are merely going 
through the motions rather than joining in the process; 

• for both reasons, it is very difficult but very necessary 
to maintain the political pressures that alone can produce 
consistency and conviction. 

Today is not the time to present a detailed critique of the 
federal performance. I certainly think enough has been 
done, particularly in the area of service to the Canadian 
public, to show that it can work. But, like any other system, 
what may be significant for its future are those points at 
which it works less well. 

Two such points are especially worthy of our attention, 
for they recur wherever language issues are dealt with in 
this country. They involve the question of significant 
demand or sufficient numbers, and the related conditions 
necessary to permit an equitable use of both languages in 
situations where both language groups are present. 

The federal administration has taken a very long time to 
come to grips with the issue of numbers and demand, and 
even now its position is far from clear. The problem reminds 
us that one of the challenges we face in the '80s is the chal-
lenge we have been facing all along: how to provide usable, 
real individual choice without overtaxing the system. 

One way the authors of the Official Languages Act thought 
these issues could be addressed was by creating "bilingual 
districts". The virtue of that idea, and one that remains 
largely unexplored, is that bilingual districts can focus and 
fix both the legitimate expectations of the minority and 
the practical obligation of the majority in a given area. 
Other alternatives may be feasible. But with the federal 
test case to guide us, can we be sure they will not be more 
confusing than otherwise? The problem with bilingual 
districts is not the districts themselves, but what lies outside 
them: the vague and inconstant area of "demand", which 
may or may not be significant, and the lack of clear, consis-
tent criteria for determining such significance. 

The point of all these considerations — and one of the themes 
I hope will command our attention — is that no amount 
of fine principles will bring about an equitable two-language 
regime unless we can put some rigour into the concept of 
demand; or, put another way, unless we can ensure some 
degree of linguistic justice without endorsing the unrealistic 
goal of universal linguistic free choice. 

The provincial scene 
Moving from the institutional problems of the federal 
government to those of the provinces, we quickly become 
aware of divergent linguistic realities and divergent 
approaches to them. If it is a failing at the federal level to 
want to deal with all minority language situations in the 
same way, it is equally disconcerting that, at the provincial 
level, they are almost all handled differently. 
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I submit that we will not have begun to meet the linguistic 
challenge of the '80s unless we can induce a greater 
symmetry into the provincial treatment of linguistic minori-
ties. Canada is an immense country; and we must expect 
real differences from province to province, region to region. 
But certain conditions must be more or less the same every-
where and for everyone. 

Minority-language education 
Minority-language education is a case in point. Conditions, 
numbers and financial and human resources vary widely 
in different parts of this country. But some attention to 
overall standards is essential. If we believe at all in the 
minority's right to linguistic survival, we cannot do less 
than assure them a reasonably controlled linguistic environ-
ment for their children in their most formative years. This 
may well involve, where feasible, a degree of physical sepa-
ration and cultural distinctiveness in our schools. The argu-
ment that this kind of arrangement disables the minority 
for full future participation in the social mainstream is one 
that I have yet to hear convincingly defended. 

A more valid argument may be that we cannot always afford 
to educate our minority-language children in separate insti-
tutions and with a full range of distinct pedagogical facilities. 
Changes in educational expectations as well as changes 
in the school population itself certainly present some severe 
limitations to what would be both practicable and 
acceptable. 

The '70s have recorded both gains and losses on the minority 
education front. It has taken that long, particularly where 

Francophone minorities are concerned, to make the point 
that their needs are greater than those of the majority, not 
less. Just because they are more scattered and more prone 
to homogenizing pressures, they should be natural targets 
for creative use of our most up-to-date educational technolo-
gies. Instead, the reverse has more often than not been the 
case. 

Second-language education 
Second-language instruction is also a mixed bag. In some 

respects it is dispiriting to look back to the B & B Report 

in this area, for one has the impression that precious little 

has changed. But there is a real difference — not so much 
in what is happening in second-language classrooms, but 
in the attitudes and motivation of some parents, children 
and teachers. There, I think, one finds the sprouting seeds 
of a transformation that could well bear fruit in the '80s. 

It is suggested from time to time that individual bilingualism 
is at a double disadvantage in this country: it saps the linguis-

tic vitality of minorities and is hard to maintain to any useful 

degree among the majority. There is some truth in both 

contentions. But we all know of situations elsewhere in 

which people happily maintain several languages with 

neither discomfort nor disability. The explanation seems 
to lie not in any hereditary indisposition to language learning 

among Canadians, but rather in singularly narrow and inhi-

bited attitudes. The minority may have reason to find bilin-

gualism treacherous; the majority has no such excuse. 

Contacts between languages are probably as varied in 
Canada as anywhere. Opportunities and human resources 
for second-language learning are all around us, and yet our 
general performance is mediocre at best. Even the French 
immersion boom, while it presents heartening glimpses 

of the sort of second-language competence that can be 

achieved, is still not much more than the exception that 
proves the rule. 

Let us not delude ourselves. We will not cause all chauvinis-
tic prejudices to fall away simply by inculcating in Canadi-
ans a widespread and functional familiarity with a second 
official language. Things are not that simple. But what we 
might reasonably hope and work for in the '80s is to demon-
strate the value our country attaches to its language 
resources and to remove some of the insidious burden of 
bilingualism that tends to fall unequally on the less advan-
taged rather than on the more advantaged language groups. 

I confess I am not very sanguine about our chances at this 
time of developing a broad consensus on second-language 
education — but I would be happy to be persuaded to the 
contrary. My response to the common view that other 
considerations take precedence over clearer orientations 
and better educational structures for second-language 
instruction is simply that Canada can no longer afford to 
be without them. 

The work world 
The status and use of languages in the work world is perhaps 
the most difficult of all to come to grips with. Nowhere else 
does the conflict between theoretical equality and natural 
expediency come into sharper focus. Two main problems 
are involved: the external environment which conditions 

our freedom to use our first or preferred language; and the 
sort of personal linguistic trade-offs people make to obtain 
the rewards of the marketplace. 

These problems have been taken up in varying degrees 
by the federal government, by one or two provinces and 
by the private sector. Their approaches have ranged from 
structural incentives to the provision of general conditions 
in which, it is hoped, the right human choices will prevail. 
On the whole, the results have been positive, if limited, 
in scope. 

We have by no means put paid to assumptions that English 
is the only fit language in which to communicate the 
mysteries of certain trades and professions. Most of Canada 

outside Quebec has yet to awaken to the fact that French 

has professional and commercial currency throughout the 
world. Nor has an equitable balance been fully accom-
plished in Quebec. Francization has accomplished a good 
deal but there is still considerable distance to go in implant-

ing the French language firmly in the business life of the 
province. And the position of English has been eroded with 
consequences for the Anglophone community with which 

we are all familiar. These developments are relatively recent 

and I doubt that anyone can know conclusively at this point 
which language-of-work strategies will produce the most 
lasting and desirable results. On the other hand, we have 
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found that the status and use of English and French are 
susceptible to some manipulation in the workplace and 
the overall relation between our national languages is now 
much healthier in that respect. 

Conclusion 
The late '60s and the '70s will surely go down in history 
as a period in which we embarked upon far-reaching 
language reform and social experimentation. Whether we 
will succeed fully is another matter, but I think we can say 
objectively that what looked nearly impossible a generation 
ago is now well under way. Some of our hopes may have 
proved at times utopian, but what has been achieved speaks 
well of our maturity and readiness to adapt. 

In sum, three principal achievements stand out most 
prominently. First, the reform movement has extended 
beyond the essential provisions of the Official Languages 
Act to become a much wider concern of institutional and 
personal significance. Second, much of what has been 
achieved has been the outcome of the leadership and 
support of Parliament and all federal political parties. And 
third, after no insignificant amount of hesitation, reluctance 
and at times fear, encouraging changes of attitude have 
appeared in segments of English-speaking Canada in sup-
port of changes which are deemed desirable or necessary. 

The most difficult challenge of the '80s, from my perspec-
tive, will be to ensure that our political leaders are persuaded 
of the importance — in practice as well as in principle —
of persevering with what may appear a long, emotionally 
draining and often unrewarding course of action. The temp-
tation is all too real to conclude that the fundamental prob-
lems have been resolved and that the details can be left 
to the bureaucrats. Or that there are other more urgent 
concerns to which language reform must take a back seat. 

Much, of course, has been decided and there is much that 
the bureaucrats can be getting on with without day-to-day 
surveillance from their political masters. And who can deny 
that there are other pressing problems of state besides bilin-
gualism? But language reform will proceed only if we are 
committed to go on pushing for it and to accept it in all its 
administrative consequences, however difficult they may 
appear at times. 

I do not myself know exactly how far we are prepared to 
move in this direction. Indeed, that kind of precision is 
perhaps not all that important in what is, after all, a 
profoundly human and therefore unpredictable affair. What 
is certain, however, is that we still have a long way to go. 
And without being at all starry-eyed, I do believe we are 
quite capable of finishing what we started. 

Paul Lacoste's remarks 

I
n my view, the basic question with 
regard to language reform has two 
parts: are we doing enough, and 

how far are we willing to go? Before 
venturing an answer, we should exam-
ine the objective criteria involved, our 
reasons for doing more (or less) and 
the goals we are seeking to attain. 

For example, one of these criteria 
might be what has been achieved in 
the language-of-service and 
language-of-work areas. Are people 
actually getting more services in 
French than they used to? And is 
French now being used more as a 
language of work in the federal 
government? In answering these 
questions, we should refer to the 
reports of the Commissioner of 
Official Languages or to those of the 
Special Joint Committee of the 
Senate and of the House of  

Commons. Generally speaking, the 
results are often very disappointing. 

Socio-political tensions 
The main effect of change in the 
language field over the past few years 
has been in Quebec, where there has 
been a considerable increase in the 
number of young Anglophones who 
are becoming bilingual. The reason 
for this clearly lies in the behaviour 
of the Francophone majority who no 
longer accept having French treated 
in Quebec as though it were a minority 
language. On the whole, the attitudes 
of a majority, combined with the law 
of numbers, have exerted an almost 
irresistible pressure. Of course, there 
has also been legislation, certain 
aspects of which are or were going too 
far, but the progress of French and the 
very relative decline of English are only 
incidentally attributable to this fact. 

In his presentation, Mr. Yalden very 
properly emphasized the existence of 
a certain amount of coercion and 
incitement from public authorities, 
and a certain degree of acceptance or 
assent from individuals and groups. 
What makes public authorities exert 
pressure and what leads individuals 
to join the movement? 

Here again we find the idea of pres-
sure. Generally speaking, govern-
ments do not like to disturb citizens 
any more than necessary. In Canada, 
the creation of the B & B Commission, 
the Pearson Declaration and the 
measures that followed were mainly 
the result of the political crisis of the 
early '60s. And individuals react in 
the same way. The stronger the pres-
sure and the fear of some greater evil, 
the more they will accept being 
disturbed. An aggravated political 
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crisis encourages certain linguistic 
concessions. Conversely, an easing of 
the crisis is very likely to cause a slack-
ing off. 

What kind of country do we want? 
In concrete terms, do governments and 
individuals feel that Canada's very 
future is linked to language reform? 
I refer here to effective reform, with 
all the concerns that this entails for 
many people. Personally, I doubt it. 
In fact, I question whether Canada's 
future is really linked to such reform. 

If we think of Canada as a political 
entity, I doubt whether language 
issues play a decisive role. I have 
some reservations about the Commis-
sioner's remark that we must con-
tinue the bilingualization process 
because Canada has no choice — if 
he means only the continuation of 
Confederation. 

However, if we look beyond the simple 
survival of Canada as a political entity, 
the answer is different. We must then 
ask ourselves: "What kind of Canada 
do we want? What kind of country do we 
want?" In this perspective, language 
reform takes on new importance and 
I would agree with the Commissioner 
that "Canadians cannot afford not to 
pursue language reform vigorously." 

If we want a country that gives a place 
to justice and equality, a country based 
upon mutual respect and understand-
ing among groups, a country that 
wants to use each person's contribu-
tion to the full, then reform is as indis-
pensable as ever. According to this 
criterion, the answer to the question 
"Are we doing enough and should 
we do more?" becomes obvious. We 
have surely not done enough to make 
Francophones feel sufficiently at ease 
outside Quebec and in business circles 
in Quebec. Thus, incitement, and even 
coercion in some cases, should be 
intensified. This is my very deep belief. 
At the same time, there are already 
some changes to be made in Quebec 
so that the required francization move-
ment is not seen as a threat to the 
minority. 

Language of work 
Are we doing enough? For those who 
still believe in language reform, it is  

distressing to read in the latest report 
of the Special Joint Committee that 
many federal departments cannot 
even say to what extent language 
directives are being applied, and that 
many have no uniform method of 
monitoring the measures that are or 
are not being taken. The B & B 
Commission was right in stressing the 
need for general and systematic 
controls. 

Perhaps we have done enough to ease 
some tensions, to provide some reas-
surance or, at best, to give a glimpse 
of more or less distant results. We 
have certainly not done enough, 
however, if we truly believe that we 
must at least partly respond to the 
ideal of Canada proposed long ago, 
the ideal of a country in which each 
person feels like a complete citizen. 
Our determination will be reflected 
in the fate of the Committee's recom-
mendations, to the effect, for example, 
that the right to work in French in 
the federal government be enshrined 
in law. 

The minorities 
The Commissioner of Official 
Languages made some very timely 
comments on some of the problems 
presented by minorities. He notes that 
there should be more symmetry in 
the way they are treated. At the time 
of the B & B Commission, the lack 
of symmetry was shocking. There was 
more than one way to correct this situ-
ation. The Francophone minorities 
could have been given a status com-
parable to that of the Anglophone 
minority in Quebec; or the Anglo-
phone minority could have been given 
a status more similar to that of the 
Francophone minorities; or some com-
mon denominator between the two 
might have been sought. The Com-
mission clearly preferred the first ap-
proach. 

Unfortunately, however, negative or 
at least restrictive trends have 
triumphed on both sides. But there 
is still time to react. The federal 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, now 
entrenched in the Constitution, 
provides a single triterion for the 
entire country vis-à-vis access to 
education in either official language. 
According to a landmark decision that  

has just been handed down, this provi-
sion applies to Quebec, notwithstand-
ing a section of Bill 101. The only 
regrettable factor is that a sufficiently 
broad-based system could not have 
been established with the consensus 
of interested parties. 

I am eagerly waiting to see how, in 
the other provinces, school authorities 
and then the courts will handle 
requests for education in French based 
on the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. Will there develop a 
reasonably uniform and stable juris-
prudence to govern the concept of 
"where numbers warrant"? Only then 
will we see if the notion of equality 
between Francophones and Anglo-
phones in Canada is viable. 

In actual fact, the fate of the minorities 
is hardly encouraging. The latest 
statistics reveal a declining situation 
for Francophones in almost all prov-
inces, and an astounding exodus of 
Anglophones from Quebec. Would 
the situation really be much different 
if we had different language policies? 
Can different policies really attenuate 
both trends in the future? 

We thus return to the first part of the 
question I raised: "Are we doing 
enough to guarantee language rights?" 
One thing is certain — we cannot 
prevent Francophones from becoming 
anglicized and we cannot stop Anglo-
phones from moving. However, 
according to one concept of Canada, 
we should have language policies that 
allow each person to feel relatively 
at ease as he is and where he is. 

Bilingual districts 
In order to achieve this goal while at 
the same time respecting the domi-
nance of English in almost all the prov-
inces and of French in Quebec, the 
B & B Commission proposed a much-
studied formula — that of bilingual 
districts. Today, the Commissioner of 
Official Languages has reminded us 
that this formula has never been fully 
explored. 

The federal government took a step 
in the right direction by establishing 
bilingual administrative regions. 
However, we are still wide of the 
mark, because the original purpose 
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of bilingual districts was to ensure a 
much more broad-ranging variety of 
services in many more regions. It was 
of course difficult to apply the formula. 
But was this a reason not to launch at 
least a few experiments? 

The language of business 
In the business world, how could we 
not agree that French does not have 
an appropriate place — even in 
Quebec? What was done to correct 
the situation (and what appears to have 
been one of the reasons for many 
departures), has already had costly 
repercussions for this province at the 
cultural level. More so than some of 
Bill 101's irritating aspects, which 
could be removed fairly easily, it is 
the more complex language-of-work 
issue that has spurred emigration to 
other provinces. 

The problem is that reform comes up 
against a wall of well-established 
interests and deep-rooted preconcep-
tions. People still rationalize and 
justify resistance to change. The 
Commissioner cited one of them: 
"English is the language of business." 

Elementary realism forces us to admit 
that English is the first international 
language of business and that it is used 
throughout almost the entire North 
American continent. This obviously 
has repercussions, but it does not 
follow, as we often stubbornly suggest, 
that English should always and every-
where be dominant in the business 
world, or even that it should be used 
almost exclusively. 

Clichés die hard, and that one is no 
different from many others. How often  

do we hear that many Francophone 
minorities do not really care, or that 
bilingual Anglophones do not have 
the opportunity to use and thus keep 
up their French, or that bilingualism 
is a kind of cultural illness? Or even 
that language isn't really all that 
important? 

Such clichés are unfortunately part 
of our national folklore, but they at 
least have the advantage of reminding 
us of certain realities without making 
us stray from our objective. In order 
for Canada to become the kind of 
country we want it to be, it must 
develop and sustain generous and firm 
language policies. To the pessimists, 
I would venture the adage: If at first 
you don't succeed, try, try again. 

Lowell Murray's remarks 

L
et me state at the outset my own 
conviction that no subject is 
more important than language 

to our future as a country. While this 
statement may not receive universal 
acclaim, I believe that more and more 
people do recognize that linguistic 
justice is essential to Canada and 
Canadians. Even at a time when many 
individuals are preoccupied with 
economic questions, I think more and 
more Canadians recognize as phoney 
the argument that, because other 
issues — inflation, unemployment, 
interest rates — are pressing, we can 
somehow neglect language matters. 
The pace of language reform will vary 
from time to time, but there is no ques-
tion of putting it on a back burner 
or neglecting it. 

Linguistic equality being of the 
essence of Confederation, I think 
people are beginning to understand 
that it is not something to which you 
assign a ranking on a scale of 1 to 10 
and then compare it with attacking 
regional disparity or providing for 
national defence or whatever. All of  

these things are important and require 
continued attention. 

Changes in public opinion 
Much of what appeared to be new 
and threatening some years ago is now 
being taken for granted. Public opin-
ion is sometimes more sensible on 
these questions than the politicians. 
Take, for example, the controversy 
over  les Gens  de  l'air  in 1976. I believe 
that the timidity of the federal govern-
ment (and of the federal opposition 
parties) in face of their reading of 
public opinion was unnecessary. I 
recall seeing a poll shortly afterwards 
in which there was majority approval 
in Western Canada for the simple 
proposition that French-speaking 
pilots should be able to communicate 
in French with French-speaking air 
traffic controllers in Quebec airspace. 
In 1979, when the Chouinard Report 

came along, it was accepted by the 
government of the day and there was 
not a ripple in public opinion. 

Gallup and the various political parties 
that commission public opinion  

studies would agree that, while fears 
and concerns about federal language 
policies were volunteered by a small 
percentage of Canadians some years 
ago as a top-of-mind issue, the issue 
is non-existent today as a volunteered, 
top-of-mind concern. Gallup did a poll 
in June of this year which showed that 
26 per cent of the respondents claimed 
to be bilingual and 47 per cent wished 
they had learned both languages at 
school. About 25 or 26 per cent had 
no opinion or did not care. Max Yalden 
has referred to the changes in attitudes 
and motivations of some parents, chil-
dren and teachers about second-
language education. All of this is 
evidence of a more congenial environ-
ment on language matters than was 
the case a few years ago. 

Bilingualism and Quebec nationalism 

There are clouds on the horizon as 

well, and I think we do well to identify 

and discuss them. Many Anglophones 
thought they heard Prime Minister 
Trudeau  say, when all this began, that 
if they accepted these new language 
policies in the federal government and 
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across the country, Quebec national-
ism would go away. Imagine, then, 
the surprise and chagrin of some to 
find nationalism growing in Quebec, 
even while bilingualism spread across 
the rest of the country. 

I don't want to be flippant about this. 
I do believe that the efforts made 
towards linguistic equality by the 
federal government bought precious 
time for Confederation and prevented 
a terrible rupture in our country. I also 
believe that any retreat from the goal 
of linguistic equality would tip the 
scales fatally in Quebec against 
Confederation. And I think that more 
Anglophones sense this today. 

But am I wrong in saying that neither 
a bilingual federal regime, nor 
language rights for Francophone 
minorities in the provinces meet the 
aspirations of Quebec nationalists? I 
speak not of those whose goal is sepa-
ration, but of those nationalists (still, 
I trust, in the majority) who are feder-
alists. Politicians and the media will 
have to try to separate the two issues 
of language equality in Canada and 
Quebec nationalism, because both will 
be with us and must be dealt with. 

Anglophone perceptions 
Another cloud is the perception among 
Anglophones that while the federal 
government and those of Ontario and 
New Brunswick, as well as other insti-
tutions and individuals, are becoming 
more bilingual and are moving 
constantly in that direction, the 
momentum in Quebec is in the oppo-
site direction — away from bilingua-
lism, away from minority language 
rights, and towards a more unilingual 
province. Over time, these develop-
ments are bound to have some impact 
on public opinion in English Canada 
and it will not be helpful to the cause 
of bilingualism in the federal govern-
ment or in the provinces that have 
English-speaking majorities. 

So we have our work cut out for us 
to preserve the consensus that has 
been growing slowly and painfully 
over the past decade in this country. 
We must persuade people not to give 
up on bilingualism, but to deal with 
it in a positive light and to support 
it for the right reasons. 

Amendments to the Official 
Languages Act 
It is significant that, in the 13 years 
since passage of the Official Languages 
Act, the federal government has not 
brought forward a single amendment 
to that legislation. The government 
did bring the Parliamentary Resolu-
tion on Official Languages forward 
in 1973, and there has been a constitu-
tional debate in which language 
matters were very important. But year 
after year, amendments to the Act have 
been advocated by the Commissioner 
of Official Languages in his annual 
reports, without effect. 

I appreciate that there are difficulties 
with parliamentary timetables and so 
on, but I have not much doubt that 
the government has refrained from 
bringing in even relatively 
non-controversial amendments to the 
Act at least in part because it does 
not want to open up the Official 
Languages Act to parliamentary and 
public debate again. 

They have not, as Max Yalden pointed 
out, proclaimed bilingual districts. 
They have not come up with an alter-
native to bilingual districts and so far 
they have shown no inclination to 
accept the one put forward by the Joint 
Parliamentary Committee. 

I think one of the problems with bilin-
gual districts is that the criterion seems 
to be a numerical one. The recommen-
dation of the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee was to eliminate from the 
Act all references to bilingual districts 
and to join in the Act the two concepts 
of "where there is significant demand" 
and/or "where numbers warrant" and 
to require the active offer of services 
to the public in both official languages. 

At the same time, we would eliminate 
such phrases as "to the extent that 
it is feasible" which we felt was too 
convenient an escape hatch for manag-
ers who may want to avoid organizing 
their operations in such a way as to 
provide services in the two languages. 

Max Yalden expressed concern that 
alternatives to the bilingual districts 
concept — which, frankly, I don't think 
the government will proclaim — might 
be confusing. Well, our alternative is  

not confusing at all. It's very simple. 
How would we define areas where 
there is significant demand and/or 
where numbers warrant? We would 
let the Commissioner decide. 

Our recommendation was that the 
Governor in Council would identify 
those areas on the recommendation 
of the Commissioner of Official 
Languages and according to the criteria 
of "significant demand" and/or 
"where numbers warrant". 

The need for public debate 
To the extent that the government may 
be fearful of public and parliamentary 
opinion, I can only say that public 
opinion now has a somewhat better 
understanding of what the language 
issue is about. Of course, some misun-
derstandings and fears still exist, but 
I believe it is better to have them out 
and on the table, discuss them in some 
public forum and try to resolve them 
in the Canadian way by achieving 
some consensus. 

The obvious forum for this process 
would be the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee. But to play that role, the 
membership and orientation of the 
Committee would have to change 
somewhat. The present membership 
consists of MPs and senators who have 
a stronger commitment to bilingua-
lism that is found in Parliament and 
in the country generally. 

The Committee has done a good job 
in calling ministers and deputy minis-
ters to account for their performance 
on language policy and we have effec-
tively prodded the agencies and the 
departments of government to get on 
with it. 

Over the next little while, however, 
I think the best contribution the 
Committee could make to linguistic 
progress in this country would be to 
provide a forum for the resolution of 
conflict and the achievement of a 
consensus on language policy. 

In some ways, I believe that the basis 
is there for further progress on 
language matters in the '80s. I think 
we can make some headway on 
language of work and more headway 
on equitable participation in the Public 
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Service without creating new conflict 

and division in the country or creating 

new inequities. I am even a little more 

sanguine than Mr. Yalden about the 

chances of developing a broad consen-

sus on second-language education,  

although I am hardly an expert on 
those matters. 

Progress among the provinces will be 
very uneven for a while. But the pres-
sures from parents and students which  

already exist will, I believe, force the 

slower provinces to catch up in order 

to meet the demand from government 

and the private sector for people who 

are bilingual. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION PERIOD 

First Session 

Although this discussion period was largely 
devoted to the issue of bilingual districts, 
the first speaker dealt with the notion that 
any policies or challenges concerning 
linguistic equality in Canada should take 
the individual's emotional and psychological 
background into consideration. Bilingualism 
should be approached with moderation; 
people should be motivated rather than 
forced to learn a second (and sometimes 
third) language, and emphasis should be 
placed on regional strategies and motiva-
tional techniques rather than on strictly legal 
measures. One of the challenges of this 
decade will be to make all Canadians aware 
that they do not live in a  melting-pot  society 
that assimilates different nationalities. 

The next speaker opened the debate on 
bilingual districts by stating that the future 
of the official languages regime depends 
upon the creation of such districts in specific 
areas. In the past, bilingual districts have 
not always been effective in dealing with 
the problem of language rights, mainly 
because the administrative guidelines and 
procedures create problems for people living 
outside such districts. 

Max Yalden, the Commissioner of Official 

Languages, was then asked to comment on 

the pros and cons of bilingual districts. First, 

he said that although this idea had been 

proposed by the Royal Commission on 

Bilingualism and Biculturalism, bilingual 

districts had never come to anything. Second, 
two bilingual district advisory boards had 
been appointed, but the Government of 

Canada, for political reasons, had disre-
garded their reports. Mr. Yalden added that 

unless the Official Languages Act is amended, 
the Government will be obliged to appoint 
another board. He had no problem accepting 
the recommendations of the Special Joint 
Committee of the Senate and of the House 
of Commons on Official Languages, but 

noted that if his Office became a permanent 
bilingual districts advisory board, he would 

required additional personnel. Third, a 

"bilingual lozenge" was likely to arise in 
certain districts of northern New Brunswick 

and northern and eastern Ontario. All other 
districts would become rather artificial even 
though they would provide a certain 
measure of certainty and stability. Lastly,  

he believed that the minority requires the 

protection of constitutional and legal guar-
antees, particularly in New Brunswick, 

Quebec, Ontario and Manitoba. 

The following speaker defended the idea 
of bilingual districts. He said that the B & 
B Commission had clearly understood the 
need for such districts but the difficulty lies 
in determining the percentage of Anglo-
phones or Francophones to warrant the 
formation of a district. It is necessary to 
create bilingual districts in order to establish 
uniform treatment for minority groups. To 
be effective, however, Quebec would have 
to cease to be a de facto bilingual district, and 
certain other regions of Canada would have 
to become bilingual districts. The creation 
of bilingual districts is likely to encounter 
many political difficulties, but avoiding the 

issue would not give the necessary 
psychological results. 

It was then observed that, in many Canadian 
communities, French has no real standing 
other than when it is used between members 
of the Francophone community. 

A member of the academic community 
wondered whether the concept of bilingual 
districts was to encourage people to become 
bilingual or to require that public servants 
introduce bilingualism into governmental 
structures. He added that many people are 
beginning to realize they must become bilin-
gual in order to function or get ahead in the 
Canadian workplace. 

Max Yalden responded to these questions 
by stating that the idea of bilingual districts 
has already had a considerable impact. 
Although the Government has not chosen 
to proclaim such districts, directives have 
been issued whereby certain areas have been 
declared bilingual regions, and senior offi-
cials in these regions must become bilingual. 
The Government's rules and regulations will 

have an impact not only in the Public 
Service, but also in universities and other 
schools. The widespread popularity of 
immersion programmes, particularly in 

Alberta, is evidence of this. 

To these remarks, another participant added 
that bilingual districts essentially create  

three problems. The first concerns the delin-
eation of the region, the second, the reactions 
in large parts of English-speaking Canada 
to these districts and the third, Quebec's 
reaction. This led to the remark that if an 
advisory board recommended that Montreal 
become a bilingual district, it would be 
making a terrible political mistake. 

Another university official thought that in 
many northern Ontario communities the 
economic survival of the town is a priority 
and everything else is insignificant. While 
he did not believe there would be a strong 
demand for bilingualism from these 
communities, he felt the federal and provin-
cial governments should provide the initia-
tives and responsibilities for bilingualism 
in these areas. 

One participant felt there was no point in 
reviving the already dead issue of bilingual 
districts. They had not been popular 
anywhere in Canada except Manitoba and 
New Brunswick. This comment was 
favourably received by the next speaker, 
who added that a problem arises when the 
government and the area cannot agree on 
where the bilingual district should start and 
end. An alternative solution would be to 
establish bilingual administrative centres. 
If the federal government were to decide 
on such a centre in Quebec, it could provide 
bilingual services and regulate all businesses. 

Jean de Grandpré, the Co-chairman of the 
colloquium, concluded by stating that the 
discussion reflected reasonably well the atti-
tudes of Canadians toward bilingualism. No 
one had dealt with what Canada could do 
to become bilingual or what sacrifices had 
to be made to maintain political and 
psychological unity. The discussion had 
centred around the idea of bilingual districts, 
a practical but very difficult question. Bilin-
gualism demands an extraordinary compre-
hension and effort at all levels of Canadian 
society. 
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Language and the public sector. Has the federal Public Service, formerly an English-speaking 

bastion, changed so radically over the past decade that equality between our two main 

language groups can now be said to have been achieved? Definitely not, was the unanimous 

response of this session's main speakers — Gordon Robertson, President of the Institute 

for Research on Public Policy; Tom Wells, Ontario's Minister of intergovernmental Affairs 

and Serge Joyal, Canada's Secretary of State. What, then, should be done? Force the issue, or 

move cautiously ' 

Principle and the art of the possible 

GORDON ROBERTSON 

T
his morning Max Yalden has referred to the fact that 
we have made a certain amount of progress in Canada 
in language policy, and the same is certainly the case 

as far as the Public Service of Canada is concerned. In assess-
ing where we are, there is some value in considering where 
we started. 

The Public Service in the '40s and '50s 
When I entered the Public Service of Canada 41 years ago, 
its character was what it had been for a good many decades. 
So far as language was concerned, there was no problem, 
none whatever. It was not even a question of looking at 
a situation and deciding that there was no problem: the ques-
tion simply did not arise. And because there was no language 
problem, there was, of course, no language policy. The 
operation of the Public Service in English was as much a 
part of the natural order of things as the operation of the 
law of gravity. A question about the propriety of the one 
was as improbable as a question about the other. 

Professor J.L. Granatstein commented on the situation in 
an article in Options, based on his book The Ottawa Men, 
about the "mandarins" of the pre- and post-war period. 
He said that, among the outstanding figures of the Public 
Service, there was not a single French-Canadian. He goes 
on: 

Not only were  Québécois  not represented at the very 
top, but they were also denied a share of power at the 
lower levels. For example, a report on employees in 
Finance noted on January 8, 1940, that there were no 
French-Canadians in the Deputy Minister's office, only 
17 (out of 147) in the Administration Branch, and six 
(out of 65) in the Accounts Branch. More than a dozen 
years later, in 1953, John Porter's study of the bureau-
cratic élite noted that French-Canadians held only 13.4 
per cent of the top posts in the public service and a 
French-Canadian had been Prime Minister for five years. 

It was so unusual to hear anyone speak French in the Public 
Service of the '40s that it was a matter of note. Provincial  

public services outside Quebec had no tincture of French 
whatever, either in language or in officers. Federal Crown 
corporations operated as if French did not exist. Major 
national gestures were thought to have been made in putting 
French on our currency and on our postage stamps. 

It was almost incredible that such a situation could have 
existed in a country in which one-third of the population 
spoke French and most of that third spoke only French. And 
yet that situation endured for another 20 years before bilin-
gualism, let alone biculturalism, was recognized as a national 
fact of some significance and as an issue that required some 
attention because it had been so totally ignored. The charac-
ter of Canada in its public institutions, including schools 
outside Quebec, reflected an unstated assumption by the 
English-speaking majority that French-Canadians would 
and could be French in Quebec, but that Canada was English 
in thought, manners and language. So accepted was the 
unstated assumption — and so unproductive had been 
protests in Manitoba and Ontario over rights and schools 
at the turn of the century — that even French-Canadians 
did not react in any strong or sustained way until the Quiet 
Revolution of the '60s in Quebec. 

Language reform: trial and error 
So far as the Public Service of Canada was concerned, the 
critical outcome of the B & B Commission report was the 
Official Languages Act, proclaimed in 1969. The Act 
provided for equality of status of English and French in 
federal institutions and for members of the public to be 
served in their own language. It's important now to 
remember that these ideas were totally new, and the transla-
tion of concept into reality was to be long and painful. 

Clearly neither service to the public in French nor equality 
of status could be real unless there was an equitable partici-
pation of Francophones in the Public Service. Equally 
clearly, equality implied that French-speaking public 
servants had a right to work in their own language. The 
basic propositions were apparent: the problem was how 
to put them into practice in an established institution whose 
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structure and operation had known nothing of such ideas. 

There was not an equitable proportion of Francophones 

at senior levels or, indeed, at any level in many departments. 

The staff that was providing service, even in Quebec, was 

not designed to provide it in French. And French could not 

conceivably be the language of work in most institutions 

since neither peers nor supervisors would understand either 

oral or written communication in that language. The merit 

principle protected the basis of appointments and promo-

tions. Except in a few cases, the knowledge of two languages 

had never been regarded as an element of merit for appoint-

ment to, or promotion in, the Public Service of Canada. 

Without important changes of attitude and method, promo-

tion, transfer and appointment to permit either service or 

work in French could not be made in a way that would not 

appear to do violence to the merit system as it had been 

conceived and applied in the past. 

It took much trial and error to meet the complex problems 

in so large and sprawling an organization as the Public 

Service. Initial reliance on each department and agency 

to achieve the necessary changes proved totally inadequate. 

Except where there was genuine interest and firm dedication 

to the objectives of language policy, little was achieved, 

but that little produced much criticism and opposition. 

In 1973, a new tack was adopted. All parties in the House 

of Commons approved a number of principles for achieving 

language reform in the Public Service. The resolution stipu-

lated the conditions under which employees would be 

required to become bilingual and when they would be 

allowed to remain unilingual. A highly structured system 

of rules and definitions was substituted for the unproductive 

departmental discretion that had prevailed. The new system 

did produce results, but at a substantial cost. Requirements 

that made sense in broad policy terms often produced ludi-

crous problems in particular situations. 

In 1975, it was decided that a complete review of language 

policy was required. The study, by a special committee 

within the Public Service, took two years. It recommended 

a change in method and, in 1977, a third system was insti-

tuted. It restored initiative and control to departments, but 

subject to the production of clear objectives and plans for 

language, with close review by the Treasury Board and by 

the Commissioner of Official Languages. Since then a 

Special Joint Committee of the two Houses of Parliament 

has been reviewing the progress of language reform in the 

Public Service. 

We have now had some 13 years of trial and error, of serious 

effort by some and of resentful indifference or opposition 

by many since the Official Languages Act was brought in. 

The degree of achievement is less than I had optimistically 

hoped in 1969, but the Public Service is now a very different 

place. It would be wrong not to recognize that the achieve-

ment has been substantial. 

The balance sheet: qualified success 

The provision of services in French is by no means perfect, 

as the Annual Report of the Commissioner of Official  

Languages for 1981 makes clear. But it is equally clear, as 

the report states, that "Service to the Canadian public in 

both official languages is more widely available than it has 

ever been." 

The participation of French-speaking Canadians in the 

federal Public Service has improved substantially. In 1965, 

the proportion among all ranks was 21.5 per cent; in 1981 

it was 26.4 per cent: a proportional increase of 25 per cent. 

At the higher levels the improvement is more striking, 

although it is hard to get precise comparisons because of 

the inadequacy of statistics before 1969. However, in 1965 

the French-speaking proportion in positions paying $10,000 

and up was only 10.8 per cent. In 1980, in the senior manage-

ment category, the top management group in the Public 

Service, Francophone representation was 22.4 per cent. In 

short, the proportion of French-speaking public servants 

of all ranks is now roughly equal to the proportion of that 

language group in our total population, although it is still 

short of that mark in the higher levels. In Crown corpora-

tions the figures are much less satisfactory, ranging from 

about 15 per cent to around 18.5 per cent. 

The most complex part of the achievement of equality of 

status in the federal Public Service is the establishment for 
French-speaking public servants of a real capacity to work 

in their own language. If one accepts the capacity of the 

'40s and '50s as zero and that of the '60s as virtually 

zero — even in the federal Public Service in Quebec — there 

has been progress. There are departments in Ottawa where 

the two languages are indeed used on a basis approaching 

equality, but we should not fool ourselves that that is normal. 

Some recent figures in the "bilingual regions" of Canada, 

which include the National Capital, are striking. Studies 

show that, on average, Anglophones use their own language 

92 per cent of the time in those regions. Their French-

speaking colleagues, on average , use their own language 

only 60 per cent of the time. In interdepartmental meetings, 

English is still spoken virtually 100 per cent of the time. 

There are a few exceptions, but they are rare. 

To sum up, great progress has been made since 1969 toward 

the effective provision of service to the public in the two 

official languages and toward a balanced participation of 

our two language communities within the Public Service. 

We have not achieved anything approaching a general 

capacity for French-speaking public servants to work in 

French, although the situation is distinctly better than it 

was. A further substantial gain has been in the climate and 

attitudes about language in the Public Service. It is now 

generally accepted as a legitimate area of policy vitally 

related to the facts of Canada. The resentment and opposi-

tion of the mid-'70s have diminished. It would, however, 

be optimistic to say they have disappeared, either inside 

the Service or as an unstated political reality outside it. 

Where, then, do we go from here? What should be the objec-

tives and the policy for the '80s? 

Options for the '80s 

There seem to me to be three possibilities. One would be 

to make a major new effort to achieve everything implied 
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by the principle of equality of languages in the federal public 
sector, and especially to remove the significant deficiency 
in language of work. A second option would be to decide 
that enough constitutional, legal and practical supports have 
now been put under language equality, and the three 
elements that arise from it, that we can dismantle the present 
apparatus. The third possibility would be to decide that 
something along the lines of that apparatus, together with 
the elements of audit and vigilance we now have, must 
continue and become a permanent part of the public sector 
in a federation like Canada. 

While a counsel of perfection would argue in favour of a 
major effort on language of work, I doubt if this would be 
wise and if it would achieve results commensurate with 
its costs, either in effort or in the danger of renewed resent-
ment about language. 

We have, in the last ten years, seen a continuation and an 
acceleration of the process of territorial polarization of 
language in Canada. The Anglophone population of Quebec 
has diminished and probably will continue to do so. Anglo-
phone dominance in the rest of Canada has continued 
unabated. With the constitutional rights on language of 
education, the minorities in both parts of Canada will have 
protections they did not have before. There is a most encour-
aging interest in many parts of English-speaking Canada 
in French immersion education for children of Anglophone 
parents. If that is maintained it will, over time, produce 
a number of effectively bilingual Canadians of whom some 
will go into the federal Public Service. However, for 
the better part of a generation I think it is very doubtful 
if we are going to see a much higher proportion of genuine 
bilingualism emerging from English-speaking Canada than 
we have seen in the last few years. If that is so, it would 
be optimistic and hazardous to take the measures to estab-
lish at an early date a generalized requirement to work in 
both languages in the federal Public Service and Crown 
corporations. It would require policies and programmes 
that would make very difficult the appointment or promo-
tion of many otherwise qualified people from Western 
Canada and, indeed, from most areas outside the "bilingual 
belt". There is already in those areas a sense of injustice 
about what are thought to be unfair limits on opportunities 
for appointment and advancement in the Public Service. 
A more vigorous policy in the immediate future could stimu-
late new opposition on the language front. We might well 
lose more than we have gained in terms of national under-
standing and unity. 

The argument for the second possibility is seductive. The 
Charter of Rights now makes constitutional provision for 
the "equality of status and equal rights and privileges as 
to their use" of the two official languages of Canada in all 
institutions of the federal government. There is also a clear 
provision in the Charter guaranteeing a constitutional right 
to Canadians to be served in their official language in any 
head or central office of the federal administration and in 
other offices where there is significant demand or where 
it is reasonable because of the nature of the office. Canadians 
have recourse to the courts if they consider these new consti-  

tutional rights to have been violated. Governments, minis-
ters and public servants will be aware of their constitutional 
obligations in these areas of language — something totally 
new in Canada. In addition, there is the Official Languages 
Act and the vigilant eye of the Commissioner. With such 
provisions, is it necessary to maintain the elaborate system 
we now have of departmental language plans, scrutiny by 
the Treasury Board and periodic or continuing review by 
a Parliamentary committee? 

While one would like to believe that our present imposing 
and expensive system could be dismantled, I doubt very 
much if it should be. The progress toward language equality 
in the public sector in the last years has been achieved only 
as a result of unusual political determination and relentless 
administrative pressure. The opposing forces of conve-
nience, operational efficiency and sheer inertia will not 
diminish or disappear. As long as they exist, language equal-
ity will, like liberty, be preserved only by eternal vigilance. 
That vigilance will not be maintained unless we have a 
system very like our present one with strict standards and 
requirements and with audits and reports upon administra-
tive success or failure in meeting them. The constitutional 
provisions will be a major help. However, the courts and 
the law, unaided, can only go so far in matters where specific 
policies and programmes are needed to produce results. 
The Francophone population of Manitoba can vouch for 
the possible inadequacy of constitutional provisions alone! 

We are working our way through the crisis to which the 
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism 
referred in its first report. However, it becomes increasingly 
clear that the essential nature of Canada in relation to 
language is not going to change in any fundamental way. 
Our two official languages will continue to be preponderant 
in their respective areas, with French more secure and more 
totally the language of Quebec than in the past. With the 
decline in immigration unlikely to be reversed, English-
speaking Canada may become less of a mosaic and more 
of a melting pot, with a greater degree of linguistic and 
cultural uniformity and English as its focus. This twofold 
linguistic polarization will not, however, constitute two terri-
torial unilingualisms. We have been successful in establish-
ing more complete and more secure rights for the official 
language minorities than in the past or than exist in most 
multilingual countries. However, we do not yet have a situa-
tion in which a significantly larger part of our population 
is effectively bilingual and it is therefore imperative that 
our public sector be one that provides service, participation 
and basic equality for the two languages. Without such 
a Public Service, there is no way that government can be 
preserved with the character necessary for the unity of 
Canada. To put it another way, the factual needs of the 
linguistic geography of Canada in the future seem almost 
certain to reinforce what the new constitutional provisions 
require. This makes it all the more important to ensure that 
we do not endanger the great gains that have been made 
toward language equality in the federal service. 

The need for sustained effort 
Why, then, have I argued against the option of a major new 
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effort to resolve the language-of-work problem? I have 
admitted that it is not complete in the Public Service as it 
stands and even less complete in Crown corporations. 

There are basically two reasons for proclaiming and estab-
lishing the principle of language equality for the federal 
public sector in Canada. One is justice to the French-
language community. The other is to strengthen and support 
the unity of the country. The degree of injustice in our 
history, of which the injustice in the Public Service has been 
a part until very recent years, was a reproach to Canada 
and endangered its unity. We have achieved a situation 
that is much more just than it was 20 years ago. The justice 
is not complete, nor is equality total. The question we now 
have to ask is whether the measures needed to achieve 
perfect justice at an early date would create a new danger 
to unity. The other question is whether, in a matter of this 
kind, perfect justice is indeed attainable. It may be that it 
is not. It may also be that, within decent and tolerable limits, 
one of the burdens of being in the minority is to bear more 
of the load of compromise when some course less than 
perfection must be found. 

The facts of our linguistic geography, together with the 
limited extent of effective bilingualism in English-speaking 
Canada in the immediate future, are the problem. They 
seem to me to indicate that a major effort to press for equality 
in language of work in the near future would give rise to 
the kind of inequities and resentments that would cause 
more injury than aid to our unity. 

One cannot be totally confident of the inevitability of 
gradualism, but I suspect it would be wiser to put our faith 
in that rather than in some new programme to achieve 
perfection quickly. I have referred to the great interest in  

English-speaking Canada in the education of young children 
in French. There has also been a very substantial change 
in the parochial resistance to learning a second language. 
We have not yet seen any energetic or imaginative policies 
by provincial governments to make effective the assistance 
that has been provided by the federal government for 
second-language education. Perhaps the changes in public 
attitude will encourage provinces and schools to introduce 
programmes that will produce more real bilingual capacity 
than our educational systems in English Canada have 
produced thus far. With more French immersion education 
and diminished resistance, we might well see by the end 
of this century a situation in which it will be entirely feasible 
to have real equality in the language of the workplace in 
the Public Service. 

If we did achieve such equality, that, together with the revo-
lution in the educational system of Quebec, should leave 
little doubt that we will gradually complete a balanced 
participation of the two language groups within the Public 
Service in the areas where it is now deficient. As to language 
of service to the public, the Commissioner of Official 
Languages has a new weapon in the Charter of Rights. He 
and the Courts will see that rights will triumph. 

The federal public sector in Canada has been transformed 
under the language policies since 1969. In my view, the 
steady pressure that has been a part of those policies should 
be maintained, but with a careful eye on the realities that 
sometimes argue for constructive delay or even, if necessary, 
for accepting less than perfection in this imperfect world. 
It may well be that, so far as the public sector is concerned, 
the linguistic challenge of the '80s is to consolidate the gains 
that have been made and to look to final achievement in 
the '90s. 

Tom Wells' remarks 
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Canadian, eloquently 
describing a period he lived through, 
beginning at a time when the accepted 
fact was an all-English public service 
at the federal level and continuing to 
the present. 

He has characterized this period as 
one in which great progress has been 
achieved: federal services in both 
languages are now more widely avail-
able than ever before and many of 
the goals originally contemplated 
when this whole program began, 
particularly with the Official 
Languages Act in 1969, have now been 
achieved. 

He went on to indicate what he sees 
as the challenge and the route to take 
in the '80s. He analysed three possi-
ble avenues that could be taken. First, 
undertaking major new efforts and 
new initiatives; second, disbanding all 
the mechanisms and depending on 
constitutional guarantees; or, third, 
moving ahead on key decisions that 
have already taken place. And I think 
he used the word "gradualism", a word 
we have used to describe what we are 
doing in Ontario. 

I cannot disagree with Gordon Robert-
son's final conclusion that the third 
approach, gradualism, is the one to 
take in the '80s, particularly in the 
interests of national unity. However,  

in concurring with him on this, I feel 
a bit of regret, because I know some 
of us would like to feel that striding 
off with major new progammes is the 
route to take. 

But I must say, as one who has been 
involved in this whole process for at 
least the last 10 years and looking 
ahead to some of the problems that 
have to be met and solved in the '80s, 
gradualism offers the best hope for 
consolidating what has been achieved 
and making even more significant 
gains. 

We have always tried to move ahead 
on language matters in the Province 
of Ontario, doing those things that 
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we felt were right, trying to avoid the 
conflicts and shortcomings that were 
evident and which came to light in the 
federal programme, and yet still trying 
to make substantial progress. We have 
always believed in Ontario that it was 
the responsibility of the national 
government to operate in both 
languages. Thus, the Province of 
Ontario has strongly supported the 
Official Languages Act, just as we very 
strongly support the new constitu-
tional guarantees of language rights. 
However, we have always believed 
there were differences between what 
was appropriate for the national 
government and what was appropriate 
for us. Ours is a province where Fran-
cophones account for about six per 
cent of the population, whereas the 
national government, in the interests 
of national unity, has to take into 
account the feelings and aspirations of 
a much larger Francophone minority. 

Our policy in Ontario, as stated by 
Premier Robarts in 1967 and reiterated 
by Premier Davis in 1971, was that 
we would provide, where possible,  

facilities for the Francophone people 
of our province to deal with their 
government in their own language. 
It was also that we would move 
forward in the educational area to 
protect the linguistic and cultural 
background of the Franco-Ontarians, 
to a total establishment of their own 
school system. Recently, moreover, we 
have moved ahead in the courts to 
guarantee criminal trials and, in a 
number of areas of the province, civil 
trials. 

All of these things have been done 
with a fair degree of acceptance. There 
has been some controversy in certain 
areas of education. But, basically, we 
have been able to progress and to legis-
late in those areas, and we feel we 
have kept the pledge that Premier 
Robarts and Premier Davis made. 
Our government feels it must continue 
to recognize that Franco-Ontarians are 
entitled to deal with their government 
in their own language and to have 
services provided in their own 
language, and to have a right to a 
degree of equality in a number of these  

areas. I say "right" because I believe 
it is a right, even though it is not 
guaranteed in any legislative manner 
in Ontario. 

I would defend very strongly the 
approach we have taken. I don't want 
to go into detail here, but let me point 
out that the climate in our province 
is much, much different from what 
may be found at the federal level or 
even in some of the other provinces. 
We have been able to achieve all we 
have because of gradualism. I know 
some will disgree with me, but I say 
we could not be where we are today 
in the provision of those services if 
gradualism had not been our 
approach. In my view, gradualism is 
the right route to go in our province 
to reinforce and to move ahead in the 
provision of increased French-
language services. 

And, I believe — echoing Gordon 
Robertson — gradualism is the right 
path to follow on the national level 
in pursuing the great achievements 
that have been made. 

Serge Joy 's remarks 

S
ince I should like this discussion 
to be as useful as possible, I will 
not address you as a member 

of the federal Cabinet, for I wish to 
do more than make an official state-
ment. I have for too long been closely 
involved with the subject of linguistic 
equality in Canada to separate my 
personal convictions from my strictly 
political duties. If I may then, Mr. Pres-
ident, I should simply like to share 
with you some of my reactions to the 
statements made by your distin-
guished guest this afternoon. 

Not for historical reasons, but because 
of what is happening in Canada today, 
I was sorry to see that Mr. Robertson's 
remarks lacked a sense of urgency, 
which I myself feel strongly. As a 
Quebecer, I belong to a generation 
which I believe will make history, since 
it will soon have to redefine its alle-
giance to Canada. That is why I believe 
this issue is a matter of urgency. 

The Charter of Rights 
I was directly involved in developing 
the new Charter of Rights and Free-
doms and participate regularly in 
debates about our two official 
language communities. If things 
continue at the same rate as in the 
'70s, I am afraid the number of 
Quebecers who voted in favour of a 
negotiation or a new association with 
Canada in 1980 (40 per cent of the vote) 
will increase significantly and that the 
next election in Quebec does not augur 
well for the future of Canada. 
Certainly, the current 
economic crisis works, as it 
were, in our favour. In today's discus-
sions on national unity, the problems 
of unemployment, inflation, factory 
shut-downs, business bankruptcies 
and all the calamities that afflict us 
work in favour of closer co-operation. 
This situation leads many Quebecers, 
including Francophones, to give a back 
seat to the fundamental question we  

are discussing, even if only temporar-
ily. Call me a cynic if you wish, but 
the fact is that, as a politician, I must 
be re-elected if I wish to act in the 
interests of the society in which I live. 
However, if we rely too much on the 
present situation and fail to take the 
measures required, we will merely be 
burying our heads in the sand. 

I would like to speak to you about 
the Deschênes decision. I know Mr. 
Justice Deschênes well, for I was one 
of those who appeared before him in 
1976 to evaluate the repercussions of 
the Official Languages Act, to which 
you have contributed. I am not here 
to judge you, but would simply like 
us to evaluate together the real short-
term effects of this legislation. In 
appearing before him, I had two goals 
in mind: the first was to reassure 
myself of the supremacy of the princi-
ple of linguistic equality, and to deter-
mine its application on a national scale 
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in order to define what precise obliga-

tions it placed on the federal govern-

ment. I distinctly remember that it 
took us six months to determine that 
the principle of linguistic equality 
encompassed language-of-work rights 
and a certain balance in the Public 
Service. As you know, these points 
are far from clear in the wording of 
the Official Languages Act (Section 
2) — so unclear, that we asked 
ourselves whether this section was 

executory or merely declaratory. You 
are correct in saying that we have come 
a long way since 1976. But these efforts 
were agreed to only because of the 
conflict that prevailed at the time. The 
danger today is that some people are 
getting fed up with making conces-

sions, in particular the minorities, 

because, as you said, the burden of 

vigilance always falls on their 
shoulders. 

In Ontario, the minority does not 
threaten the stability of the Canadian 
government, regardless of the party 
in power. In Quebec, however, it not 
only threatens the stability of the 
government, but also the unity of the 
entire country. I therefore believe that 
amending the principles and provi-
sions of the Official Languages Act 
is a matter of great urgency, as is the 
application of the Canadian Charter 
of Rights and Freedoms. It is rather 
paradoxical that the first to pay the 
price of this Charter, which we sought 
to make as fair and effective as possi-
ble, should be the Francophone minor-
ity. It should also be noted that the 
first legal ruling of national impor-
tance made under the new Charter 
was made in a Quebec Superior Court. 

Even though the majority of 
Quebecers in my view endorse the 
ruling (I myself hoped that these inher-
ent rights would be applied as soon 
as possible in Quebec), it is still the 
Francophones of Quebec who are 
symbolically the losers vis-à-vis the 
rights of the majority of Canadians. 

The Special Joint Committee of the 
Senate and of the House of Commons 
As a former Clerk of the Privy Council, 
Mr. Robertson, you are aware of the 
daily concerns of politicians and 
deputy ministers, concerns which are  

constantly changing. Very often, issues 
of linguistic equality, and language-of-
work rights are, I daresay, reduced 
to the status of just another adminis-
trative matter. When there is no 
urgency, these problems are put aside. 
For this reason, I proposed the creation 
of a joint Senate/House committee, 
so that these problems would be a 
constant concern of the government. 
It took four years of pressure on the 
Canadian government, both Liberal 
and Conservative, to win our case. I 
was convinced that it would do no 
harm to national unity and that by 
putting the language question on the 
agenda, I would succeed in convincing 
my Francophone compatriots that it 
was one of our basic objectives. 

Of course this new organization may 
present political problems since it 
must serve as a forum for debate about 
infractions of the Act, its shortcom-
ings, or problems of implementation. 
To paraphrase the statement of the 
B &B Commission: we are at the peak 
of the crisis, and the economic situa-
tion is providing us with only a tempo-
rary respite. Consequently, in my view 
it is essential that this committee be-
come a permanent body, that its role 
be firmly established and its educa-
tional role broadened. It must hold 
public proceedings before all Canadi-
ans. Just as the constitutional commit-
tee was perceived by all as a credible 
public forum in the major task of draft-
ing a Constitution that reflects and 
expresses our ideals and objectives, 
I believe that the on-going debate on 
linguistic equality should unfold for all 
to see. Therefore, I strongly recommend 
that the Committee's sessions be tele-
vised and that its work be broadcast as 
widely as that of the constitutional com-
mittee. This would bring the question 
out in the open. The Canadian mental-
ity has evolved in the past fifteen years, 
and I think we all agree that this matter 
should be a national concern. 

But to come back to what I was saying, 
the Committee's mandate should be 
broadened. It cannot be made a perma-

nent body if its only task is to evaluate 
the report of the Commissioner of 
Official Languages. In Canada, the 
issue of linguistic equality extends far 
beyond the federal scene. Language  

reform must be pursued and adapted 
to the current reality. The Official 
Languages Act has served us well until 
now, but it requires careful study and 
major re-working. The role of the 
Commissioner must be strengthened. 
The Act's provisions must be given 
the priority they deserve and the rights 
of French and English as languages 
of work must be clearly set out. The 
Act should contain provisions to the 
effect that our two major language 
groups be equitably represented in 
the Public Service of Canada and that 
there be measures to make imperative 
staffing obligatory. 

Constitutional reform 
In a related area, constitutional reform 
is still incomplete, particularly with 
regard to language rights. The Charter 
does contain some provisions, begin-
ning with Section 16, which reiterate 
linguistic equality, but it does not 
constitutionalize the provinces' obli-
gations in this regard. As a Canadian 
living in Quebec and as a spokesman 
for the federal option in that province, 
I believe that the Deschênes ruling 
unfortunately repeats the arguments 
of our adversaries. As you yourselves 
have already stated, the burden falls 
most heavily on the shoulders of the 
minority. This is something that, as 
a politician, I would like to work 
toward changing. 

Awareness among Anglophones 
If, in the view of some, I have played 
the martyr's role in the federal govern-
ment, it has been to show my compa-
triots that despite everything, the 
flames are not about to die. We need 
such people to keep the holy war under 
control; without them, relations would 
be even more strained. It is also in 
the interests of our adversaries that 
these people lay down their arms. My 
greatest concern is to determine how 
the provincial governments can also 
take up the fight, how they can make 
Anglophone citizens aware that there 
is indeed a crisis, a crisis of great 
urgency for themselves more than for 
Francophones. In Le  Devoir,  Jean-Pierre 
Proulx wrote an editorial entitled "Sous 

le coup de  l'émotion,"  (In the heat of the 
moment) in which he said: "Until they 
demonstrate clearly their willingness 
to act, the support given by provincial 
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premiers to the Constitutional Charter 
will do nothing but blind Canadians 
to the real facts. In half the Canadian 
provinces, this willingness has still to 
be demonstrated." (Our translation.) 

This means that if the entire burden 
of the new Constitution must be shoul-
dered by Quebec's Francophones, we 
will have failed. The Anglophone prov-
inces must take concrete and symbolic 
action. In Ontario, in particular — and 
I am sorry to repeat this — we must 
avoid actions which appear to be clear 
refusals of claims which are legitimate. 
Take, for example, the proposal for 
a bill that was passed almost unani-
mously in Ontario's Legislative 
Assembly, only to be rejected by the 
government using its parliamentary 
majority. I find this abnormal. Another 
example: an eloquent and positive 
report recommended this summer that 
Francophones manage their academic 
institutions in Ontario. This decision 
must not be postponed indefinitely. 

I demand that the Anglophone prov-
inces do something positive for the 
Francophones of Quebec. I always 
have the impression that concessions 
are made grudgingly, unwillingly, or 
on the sly. We must encourage 
gestures of spontaneous generosity 
toward the Francophone minority in 
English Canada. 

This is critical if we are to establish 
the credibility of the solutions we are 
working toward and to which you, 
Mr. Robertson, contributed in the '60s 
and '70s. It is necessary in order to 
meet the challenge of the next Quebec 
election. I tell you this because it is 
a serious and urgent question that 
comes before me every day. Every day, 
I must return to Quebec, not only to 
explain what I am doing at the national 
level, but also to justify myself in the 
eyes of a large majority of my fellow 
Quebec citizens. We must open the 
eyes of Anglophones who have imme-
diate responsibilities in this debate. 

We must act immediately and not in 
two or four years' time. From this 
perspective, I believe that the next 
constitutional conference is of critical 
importance. 

We must avoid leading Quebecers to 
believe that the language issue has 
been resolved once and for all by the 
rest of Canada. Anglophones must 
become aware of the progress that 
remains to be made and the problems 
that must be overcome; they must 
bring these issues to the conference 
table themselves. This is the only way 
to make progress. In many cases this 
will require changes in mentality and 
attitudes. But the political situation 
of 1982 is much different from that 
of 1970. Although Quebec has tempo-

rarily postponed the idea of separation 
and opposition, the problem of na-
tional unity still remains to be settled. 
I repeat: it is even more urgent now 
than in 1965 when the B & B Commis-
sion alerted us to the dangers we faced. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION PERIOD 
Second Session 

Keith Spicer opened the discussion by 
noting that those present had just heard the 
classic Ontario view of language reform. 
However, he suggested that, since that prov-

ince's actions in the linguistic field have a 
determining effect on the credibility of 
language reform, Ontario's gradualist policy 

may not be enough. Recalling an earlier 
presentation, Mr. Spicer mentioned that, 
while it was well and good to adopt a crusad-

ing attitude toward reform, this approach 
would perhaps have to be tempered by an 
understanding of the linguistic majority's 

position. He also said that words and expres-
sions used in discussing language issues in 
Canada should be as concrete as possible 
so that Canadians may obtain a clear view 
of the real goal of reform — respect between 
the two language communities. 

In response to a question by a fellow partici-
pant, Gordon Robertson then clarified his 
earlier statement which implied that the 
Commissioner of Official Languages has a 
new weapon in the Charter of Rights. He 
had meant that language rights may now 
be defended in the courts, and not that the 
courts had been enlisted in the Commis-
sioner's service. However, he did not know 
where the minorities would obtain the funds 
needed for a legal defence of their rights. 

The next speaker compared the step-by-step 
and gradualist approaches, the former being 

more purposive than the latter, which, he 
held, consists in the use of constructive  

delays. He then provided a first-hand 
account of the effect of such policies on the 
Francophone minority in Ontario. 

Other participants added to the debate on 
urgency rs gradualism. One said that, if too 
slow, gradualism is a dehumanizing process 
leading to terminal erosion of the minority 

community. Another reminded the assem-
bly of the parallel issues for the Anglophone 
community in Quebec, while a third warned 
of the cynicism that the gradualist approach 
may generate. 

Max Yalden stressed that gradualism must 

have a goal and an inherent sense of urgency. 
He also pointed out the contradiction that, 
although it is the minority that is directly 
affected by bilingualism, it is the majority 
that determines whether the official lan-
guages regime is working. The fact that, in 

many cases, minorities are not militant per-
haps suggests that the majority should set 
higher goals than reform through gradualism. 

Another speaker cautioned against attaching 
too much significance to the word "gradua-
lism". The recent court case concerning the 
language provisions of the Charter of Rights, 
coming as it does so soon after the Charter 
itself, would seem to indicate that progress 
is being made more rapidly than expected. 

A businessman contested Gordon Robert-

son's condusion that the linguistic challenge 
of the '80s is to consolidate the gains made  

thus far and to look for final achievement 
in the '90s. Instead, he felt the principal task 
is to bring the provincial governments up 
to a level of bilingualism more consistent 
with Canadians' aspirations. 

Another participant shared his concerns, 

saying that the proposals amounted to a 

meandering step-by-step approach that 
would not lead to positive change. Mr. 
Robertson answered that this interpretation 

was founded on a slight misunderstanding 
of remarks he had made in his opening state-

ment. He agreed that the institutions of the 
current official languages regime should be 

maintained and new ones added, and that 

a certain pressure should be brought to bear 

to hasten the reform process. He felt, 

however, that too much pressure would be 

unwise because there exists a very real 
danger of backlash, particularly in the West. 

In the absence of a vigorous new reform 
effort, certain policy changes may neverthe-
less be made, for example in the area of 
imperative staffing. Such changes would, 
of course, have their attendant political costs. 

Following an exchange about Ontario's role 

and the need for continuing pressure in offi-

cial languages matters, Tom Symons, the 
Co-chairman of the colloquium, 
summarized the discussions and adjourned 

the session, stressing that the iceberg was 

moving slowly, but that it was certainly 

moving in the right direction. 
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Language and business. Two representatives of business, Pierre Lortie, President 

of the Montreal Stock Exchange and Jon Grant, President of Quaker Oats Company of Canada, 

and a journalist, Mark Harrison, Editor of the Gazette, examined the thorny issue of 

language of work in the business sector Is their view of language policy consistent 

with the fundamental nature of Canada and its national and international interests? 

The Ach les' heel of bilingualism in Canada 

PIERRE LORTIE 

O
ur subject is not particularly easy to deal with: it 
is explosive and all too often produces highly 
emotional reactions. And yet it should be discussed 

in the most detached and analytical manner to enable the 
subtle and essential elements of the problem to be made 
clear. It is in this frame of mind that I approach my subject 
here today. From the very outset I should like to state that 
I am not a specialist in language matters; my remarks are 
simply those of an observer and of a member of the business 
community. 

Language issues have always been — and still are — a reef 
on which many a dream of harmonious relations between 
the founding peoples of Confederation has been dashed. 
The problem has now shifted from education and govern-
ment to the business world. To help us understand the issues, 
I believe it is essential to speak of "language of organiza-
tions" rather than "language of business." By language of 
organizations I mean the language or languages used to 
administer and manage a business, department or agency; 
language of business more properly means communications 
with customers or outside parties. As we can see, these two 
expressions cover totally different issues. 

Language of business: significant progress 
As a result of private-sector solutions and government inter-
vention, the use of languages in communications with 
customers is no longer a major problem in Canada. Studies 
conducted on behalf of the B & B Commission revealed 
the efforts and desire of Canadian business to serve its 
customers in the language of their choice. This rational adap-
tation resulted from the quest for effective economic trans-
actions. 

The customer or the citizen is king ... and is served in his 
own language. As a general rule, no matter what the 
language of work and language of internal operations may 
be, the business sector in Canada tends to serve its customers 
in French or English wherever such is justified by suffi-
ciently large concentrations of English- or French-speaking 
people. However, it seems that progress can still be made  

in the area of legal documents and other written 
communications, both of which are closely linked to the 
language of organizations. I shall return to this point in a 
moment. Regardless of the opposition voiced from time 

to time, one fact remains: the Quebec experience shows that 

bilingual service to customers is easy to achieve and is not prohibitively 

costly. This statement holds true not only for basic consumer 
goods, such as food products, but for more complex services 
too. 

Thus, either through natural adaptation or as a result of 
federal or provincial legislation, national and private 
corporations generally communicate with their customers 
in the language of the latter's choice. There are, of course, 
examples of businesses that prefer to lose customers rather 
than adapt to these legitimate requirements; and there are 
customers who decide not to press their demands too much. 
Generally, however, I believe the current situation is 
relatively satisfactory. Promotion of bilingualism in the 

business world appears to have had a good track record 
during the '70s. 

In some quarters, this statement is used as an argument 
for easing the pressure. Victory is proclaimed and the 
proposal is made to demobilize the army! In my view, such 
reasoning is shortsighted, and totally ignores the fact that 
the language of work is a key factor in any genuinely 
complete bilingualism policy. 

This amputation of an essential limb appears to be a normal 
state of affairs for Canada's bilingualism policy, which so 
far has virtually ignored the question of language of work 
in the corporate sector. Even where the federal government 
has regulatory power (chartered banks, communications, 
etc.), it has never intervened to ensure that French has an 
equitable place as a language of work. 

I believe that the problem of languages used in the head-
quarters of national organizations will become a particularly 
important issue during the '80s. This problem is the Achilles' 
heel of Canada's bilingualism policy. 
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Functional organization of businesses 
Analysis and experience show that every corporation is 
structured into two types of units: operations and head-
quarters. Operations units deal in technical and commercial 
activities which may be divided into regions, divisions, 
plants, groups and so on. It is here that most of the staff 
are employed and it is here we find the future managers. 
Headquarters provide the overall management and super-
vision of operations units. Managerial staff are usually 
appointed to headquarters after spending some time in 
operations units. In small- and medium-sized businesses, 
the "headquarters" level is that of senior management. 

Language of work in operations units 
Recruitment for operations units is conducted at the regional 
level. The employees reflect the characteristics of the avail-
able source of manpower, and their operating language, 
voluntarily or not, is the language of the majority of their 
employees. Multinational corporations thus tend to operate 
in French in Quebec and in English in the other Canadian 
provinces. Anglophone Canadian corporations will use 
French in Quebec and Francophone corporations will use 
English in their operations outside Quebec. 

Studies attest to the fact that enormous progress has been 
achieved in this area over the past twenty years. According 
to a 1978 study, the mother tongue of 84 per cent of Quebec 
workers was French. Studies conducted on behalf of the 
Gendron Commission in 1971 showed that these Franco-
phones use French 87 per cent of their time at work. A 1979 

follow-up to the study conducted by Roy Morrison(') 
revealed that the major firms' manufacturing and sales activ-
ities in Quebec reflected the majority Francophone character 
of Quebecm. 

Francophone participation, already substantial in 1964, had 
grown considerably by 1979. During that fifteen-year period, 
French had become the dominant language of work and 
English, which had been on an equal footing with French 
in 1964, was relegated to an increasingly subordinate role. 
Most of the Quebec-based corporations with a heavy 
concentration of Anglophone managers have modified their 
language practices over the past twenty years. On the 
language-of-work front, the francization of Quebec activi-
ties has been largely completed, and corporations have also 
increased their number of Francophone managers. Although 
some progress still remains to be done in this regard, their 
under-representation should be reduced over time. 

Exceptions 
First of all, some operations units located in Quebec 
continue to use English as the language of organization 
because most of their clients and contacts are outside 
Quebec. These are organizational groups that deal in highly 
technical sectors and work both in manufacturing and in 
highly specialized professional areas. For such companies, 
the normal sphere of influence goes well beyond provincial 
borders. Within these firms, English is used extensively, 
even in Quebec. Secondly, there are firms located in Fran-
cophone regions outside Quebec, but whose manage-
ment has not seen fit to adapt to the milieu because of the  

administrative changes that this would entail. Here I am 
thinking of Northern Ontario and New Brunswick, where the 
concentration of Francophones or the social pressures of the 
milieu are not sufficiently strong to produce language 
changes in the firms. 

What does all this tell us? First, in most operations units 
located in Quebec, the francization process has taken place 
naturally and probably did not require stimulus from legis-
lative or regulatory measures. Consequently, the formal 
processes relating to the francization of businesses set in 
motion by programmes introduced by Bill 22, and adopted 
and made mandatory by Bill 101, will have little effect on 
the evolution of the francization process. For these units, 
the only noteworthy effect of this legislation is the strong 
encouragement given to the use of French in documents 
intended for internal use, a sector that took hold somewhat 
more slowly than other elements of francization in Quebec. 
The progress in written communications may explain why 
most Quebecers consider that the language legislation has 
had a positive and powerful effect on promoting the French 
language and in advancing the cause of Francophones. 

Secondly, it seems likely that the language legislation 
applied to operations units located within Quebec, but 
whose normal frame of operation is found outside the prov-
ince, is going to have somewhat harmful results. These 
corporations generally have rather tenuous relations with 
the milieu in which they have established their operations. 
This is very understandable. When 90 per cent of sales are 
conducted in outside markets and when the nature of opera-
tions calls for a network of intensive and on-going relations 
with a foreign client, the priorities and dominant influences 
on business operations are those of the client and not of 
the immediate environment. To a very large degree, the 
difficulties of implementing Bill 101 in the corporate sector 
result from the fact that the Bill's underlying philosophy 
seeks to impose the model which has developed naturally 
in most "regular" businesses to highly technical operations 
units, and does not take into account that the frames of refer-
ence and operational conditions of those units are totally 
different. 

Thirdly, the difficulties found in regions where companies 
have not adapted to local conditions illustrate a weakness 
in the Canadian legal framework vis-à-vis language of work 
in the business sector. One wonders whether the provinces 
should not have at least as much responsibility for resolving 
these problems as the federal government — and perhaps 
more. In this regard, the language of work in the business 
sector provisions in Bill 101 and the experience we have 
had in Quebec in implementing this legislation could 
together be extremely helpful in devising ways to correct 
these weaknesses. It should also be noted that operations 
units located in the English-speaking regions of Quebec 
are experiencing difficulties not unlike those experienced 
by Francophones in other Canadian provinces. 

Headquarters of national corporations 
The issues are different for the headquarters of national 
corporations. In order to understand the reasons for this 
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difference, one must first appreciate that linguistic diversity 
is a natural barrier to exchanges. We must also understand 
that the prime function of a headquarters organization is 
to co-ordinate, manage and give direction. All of these activi-
ties are based on the quality of communications among 
the headquarters employees, between this team, the clients 
and the economic environment, and finally, between the 
headquarters and senior staff in operations units. One of 
the essential qualities that management personnel in a head-
quarters unit, especially that of a large organization, must 
have, is the ability to communicate with ease both orally 
and in writing. 

This fundamental headquarters function of being a 
communications hub has a number of consequences for 
linguistic behaviour. To the extent that the use of several 
languages reduces the quality and intensity of communica-
tions, the normal tendency is to use only one language. This 
dominant language will become the language of the organi-
zation. Usually, it will also be the language of the "owners", 
but there are exceptions to this rule. 

This pressure in favour of a unilingual language of work 
in a large headquarters has quite unfortunate consequences 
in a country like Canada. Managers will hesitate to pursue 
a career within an organization in which the dominant 
language is not their own. 

Studies conducted by Allaire and Toulouse on Francophone 
MBA graduates show that these graduates hesitate to accept 
a job in a firm in which English is the language of work. 
This is a normal attitude. All other things being equal, a 
Francophone is placed at a disadvantage vis-à-vis an Anglo-
phone in a work environment where English is the principal 
language of work, particularly for managerial positions. 
Since effective communication skills are an important factor 
for success, the Francophone manager will be placed at a 
disadvantage for part of his career if he has to operate in 
a language other than his own. The same phenomenon can 
be seen for Anglophones; very few of them work in the 
management category of departments of the Government 
of Quebec or in corporations where the dominant language 
is French. 

In light of these functional constraints, the most natural 
solution consists in using only one language at headquarters 
and in establishing linguistic bridges to communicate with 
major national clients or with administrative units whose 
operating language is not that of the headquarters unit. 

This natural solution has been used for many years in 
Canada. 

Studies have shown that this model is widely used. Franciza-

tion and "francophonization" still remain essentially 

Quebec-based phenomena. The Francophone presence and 

the use of French within headquarters units located in 

Toronto is still marginal. If we examine the language of 

senior managers in the 105 largest corporations in Quebec, 
we find that 20 per cent of managers in corporations with 

headquarters in the province are Francophone, whereas 
this figures drops to 4 per cent for other corporations. 

Furthermore, we find that Francophone representation 
within the headquarters of large, traditionally Anglophone 
manufacturing companies located in Quebec, is less than 

50 per cent. Unlike Quebec-based operational units, these 
headquarters are not becoming Francophone. While Fran-

cophone representation in these organizations is certainly 

not negligible (the average being approximately 40 per cent 

among management staff), and while the use of French is 

increasing, the situation is very different from that found 
in operations units. 

The natural solution might be just and equitable if the 
ownership of Canadian business were shared to a larger 
degree between Anglophones and Francophones, and if 
multinational corporations, generally U.S. owned and with 

large headquarters units, did not play so important a role 

in Canada. However, things being what they are, this 

involves considerable friction and numerous difficulties. 

For obvious socio-political reasons, national corporations 

with headquarters located in Quebec find it very difficult 

to apply the natural solution. They must therefore make 
special adaptations which, competitively speaking, increase 

their costs. Thus, national corporations with headquarters 

in Montreal have more Francophones and use official and 
administrative documents in both languages. These 
corporations are placed at a disadvantage because of multi-
lingualism, since few businesses with headquarters outside 

Quebec have to follow this practice. 

The existence of language legislation in Quebec and the 

absence of any federal legislation open the door to decisions 

that may have serious consequences. The management of 

a Canadian corporation may decide to move its headquarters 

from Quebec, thereby avoiding the incremental costs 
involved in maintaining headquarters in Montreal while 

benefiting from the advantages of the Canadian economy. 

This phenomenon has effectively reduced the number of 
Canadian corporate headquarters in Montreal and has 
deprived Quebec of a number of management positions, 
the longer-term effects of which are self-evident. However, 

it must be noted that these factors have played a major role 

in accelerating this process. 

In view of this, Bill 101 provides the headquarters of national 

corporations with an opportunity to obtain exemptions, 

thereby enabling them to operate in English. However, diffi-

culties relating to access to English schools for children and 

professional language requirements restrict the practical 

effectiveness of such exemptions. 

Given the inequalities in ownership and the use of English 
in the Canadian headquarters of multinational corporations, 

Francophone management personnel are competing with 

their colleagues at headquarters in a language which is not 

their own. Thus, they have to agree to use English as their 

principal language of work if they hope to rise to more senior 

positions. The only companies currently not placed at a 

disadvantage by remaining in Quebec are those which for 

a long time have voluntarily accepted the Canadian linguis-

tic duality by introducing an integral form of bilingualism 
at their headquarters. 
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Ideal institutional bilingualism may be described as follows: 
managers at headquarters work either in French or in 
English. All of them are bilingual. Management documents 
are drafted and received in either official language. Head-
quarters deals in French with operations units where French 
is the language of work, and in English with those where 
English is the language of work. Generally speaking, the 
former are located in Quebec and the latter outside the prov-
ince. All senior managers of operations units are bilingual. 
One of their criteria for promotion is bilingualism. This 
state of affairs ensures balanced representation among 
managers and legitimacy for both languages within the 
organization. 

Unfortunately, Canadian firms which have adopted this 
innovative model are few in number in Montreal and 
non-existent in Toronto. Federal departments would do 
well to study and imitate these private sector models, which 
have managed to resolve this problem of diversity in the 
use of languages within a management organization. 

Until now, I have not mentioned Crown corporations. The 
natural solution is difficult for them to apply because owner-
ship is public and therefore shared by both language groups, 
a situation that requires a different set of rules. 

Major policy issues 
Let me now raise some of the basic questions that any bilin-

 

gualism policy should seek to answer. 

e Should the Canadian government continue to allow the 
headquarters of national corporations to leave Quebec 
without taking some countermeasures? If it appears theo-
retically possible that federal intervention based on a 
Charter of Human Rights guarantees equal opportunities 
for everyone, regardless of the official language used, 
it must be recognized that there is currently no consensus 
in Canada with respect to applicable intervention in the 
private sector. 

e Given that the inadequacy of the natural solution results 
from the weak participation of Francophones in the owner-
ship of national corporations, would it be appropriate 
to require private Canadian Anglophone corporations 
to support more bilingualism than the natural balance 
would appear to justify? 

e Given the federal government's lack of intervention in 
the relocation of headquarters and its respect for the free 
circulation of capital, should it compensate for the inevita-
ble transfers of private corporation headquarters from 
Quebec by establishing Crown corporation headquarters 
in the province? 

e There are two solutions with respect to Crown corpora-
tions. First, the government could require by regulation 
that they dispose of a high degree of bilingualism at their 
headquarters. Such an obligation would involve major 
organizational change in order to enable management 
staff, as their careers develop, to gradually learn both offi-
cial languages before completing their career at head-  

quarters. This would mean imposing upon federal Crown 
corporations the innovative methods used by private 
companies which have voluntarily decided to reflect Cana-
da's linguistic duality. 

e The second solution would be to provide for specialization 
or linguistic segmentation of Crown corporation head-
quarters. The headquarters of certain Crown corporations 
would be set up in Francophone regions and would operate 
in French, whereas others established elsewhere would 
continue to use English. In both instances, linguistic 
bridges would ensure communications with those outside 
the headquarters unit. 

One point is of major importance: there would be no ques-
tion of giving the managers of these Crown corporations 
the luxury of defining the major parameters of their 
language operation. This is a responsibility that belongs 
to the Canadian Parliament or Government of Canada and 
it is regrettable that, until now, the federal bilingualism 
policy has evaded this issue. 

The need for innovative solutions 
Private or public Canadian corporations are duty bound 
to reflect the linguistic duality of Canada. This should not 
even be questioned with respect to federal institutions. A 
sense of responsibility in this regard requires that changes 
be made to current practices. 

One of the gains of the '70s was the legitimization of French 
as a language of service to the same extent (or almost) as 
English. Federal policies on labelling, public documents 
and signage contributed to this and caused fundamental 
changes of attitude about language of service throughout 
the country. Similar measures must now be taken to legi-
timize French as a language of work within major national 
organizations. 

Beyond the natural solutions of localized bilingualism or 
linguistic bridges, institutional bilingualism may be a real 
possibility. Any corporation with sufficient coverage should 
be able to reflect Canada's linguistic duality among its staff 
by organizing sectors in which one or other of the two 
languages is the language of work. At the same time, it 
should increase the level of bilingualism of its headquarters, 
wherever located. However, the cost of producing such 
adaptations to the Canadian reality are sufficiently impor-
tant that one cannot expect this innovative solution to 
become generalized in any spontaneous manner. It is 
currently too easy for large Canadian corporations to evade 
these constraints, even if this genuine "tax evasion" incurs 
major social costs for Canadian society. 

One of the best ways to integrate a language within an 
organization is to use it in major management documents. 
Translation should be prohibited, because where there is 
a dominant language and a secondary language, it would 
only draw attention to the accessory role played by the latter. 
People often use the example of a large multinational firm, 
with less than 20 per cent of its employees located in Quebec, 
which drafted in French all the analyses and the report on 
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the largest investment in its history. The company's chief 
executive officer wanted to set a precedent and even had 
the documents distributed to the board of directors in French. 
This measure had a significant and decisive impact on the 
attitudes and linguistic climate of the organization. 

It would be unwise to under-estimate the cost of current 
practices of major private and public national corporations 
for Canadian society. Their effects are seen in the reduced 
mobility of Francophone managers and their serious and 
justifiable frustrations. A number of Canadian firms have 
therefore categorically decided to limit their Quebec activi-
ties to their Francophone managers, who are thus not only 
limited in their career aspirations but also deprived of the 
opportunity to acquire experience that participation in 
transfer to other units of the corporation involves. 

At issue here is the mobility aspirations of young Franco-
phone Canadians. Surveys reveal that the Francophone 
population in Quebec makes a clear distinction between  

French as a language of communication and French as a 
language of economic advancement. Although Franco-
phones are satisfied with the situation in the first case, they 
consider it far less satisfactory and even worrisome in the 
second. 

Although the issue has not yet surfaced as a major point 
of contention, every day the situation grows more tense 
since a number of surveys have revealed that career aspira-
tions among young Francophones are clearly higher than 
among other young Canadians. 

This is why I believe that the greatest challenge facing Cana-
da's bilingualism policy during the '80s is to find a just and 
balanced solution to the use of languages within various 
Canadian corporations. 

1. R.N. Morrison, Corporate Adaptability to Bilingualism and Biculturalism. A study 
for the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, Ottawa, 1970. 

2. Secor Inc., La  présence francophone dans  la  grande entreprise manufacturière  du  Québec. 

1964-1979, January 1980. 

Jon Grant's remarks 

P

 

ierre Lortie has focussed on a 
problem that a lot of us see, but 
which does not seem to have 

many immediate solutions. I will come 
at it from a slightly different tack and 
see if, in our discussions, we can exam-
ine what we can actually do to increase 
the level of bilingualism in industry 
in the '80s. 

The true language of work is that 
which allows communication to flow 
most easily so as to maximize the 
return on the effort expended. In this 
sense, there are a number of such 
languages: the scientific language of 
work, the computer language, the 
financial language and, of course, 
English, French and so on. 

Then there is, as Pierre Lortie pointed 
out, the language of business. No 
question about it, any sane business-
man is going to adopt the pragmatic 
attitude that it makes sense to 
communicate with the customer in the 
customer's language. Certainly this 
has been true for many, many years 
in the Province of Quebec. It is also 
true in some other places — northern 
Alberta, for example, where salespeo-
ple may be bilingual English and 
Ukrainian. For many years we gave 
this idea lip service only. Until rela-
tively recently, we would take an  

English-language television commer-
cial designed in Toronto, dub in the 
French words with "lip sync", and then 
run the same commercial in Quebec. 
We ourselves knew it was an unmiti-
gated disaster. For most of us operating 
with national and international brand 
names, brand development was much 
lower in Quebec than in the rest of 
the country. 

What we finally realized was that, 
wherever you want to sell, you tailor 
your consumer communications to the 
local culture. And you can best do 
that by having your advertising 
designed by people who live in that 
culture. It took a long time for this 
realization to come home to business 
in this country. 

Language and the multinationals 
I would now like to expand on the 
global dimensions of language of 
work. As most of you likely know, 
North Americans are extremely 
provincial. If you look at some true 
multinational corporations like Nestlé 

and Unilever, both of which are in 
the consumer products industry, you 
find a mix of nationalities among top 
management. In fact, at Nestlé in 
particular, the nationality of senior 
executives and the chief executive 
officer changes as these positions are  

held by people who have come from 
the many countries where these 
companies operate. 

The language of the senior executive 
suites changes according to who 
happens to be chairing the meeting. 
Except when there is a North Ameri-
can around. Then everyone has to 
move into English to accommodate 
the poor provincial from the United 
States or English-speaking Canada. 

I have talked to a number of people 
who find this extremely embarrassing. 
A reverse psychology is at play: far 
from feeling superior because others 
must use their language, they feel they 
are being talked down to because they 
are the ones whose linguistic abilities 
are not good enough. So apart from 
being bilingual at home, we Canadians 
have to look beyond if we are going 
to be contenders in world markets. 

German is obviously an important 
language around the world, particu-
larly because of the strength of 
Germany's industrial development. 
Another key language is Spanish 
because of the fast-growing and excit-
ing, though turbulent, South Ameri-
can market that some companies have 
picked as a long-term opportunity for 
Canada. 
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Let me develop my thinking a little 
bit. Because of their traditional unilin-
gualism, North American and British 
companies, even the multinationals, 
tend to promote their own nationals 
to top positions. Those are the only 
people they really understand; they 
have difficulty trusting people of 
different national backgrounds at the 
helm. Companies like Nestlé and 
Unilever have no problem with this 
kind of thing. It is a function of the 
provincial, unilingual traditions that 
English-speaking people tend to have. 

Francophones in management 
I don't necessarily agree with Pierre 
Lortie that Francophone managers are 
at a real disadvantage in this country. 
Until recently, young managers 
coming out of Quebec business 
schools have not been trained in inter-
national management techniques, but 
that has changed and we are now 
seeing some exceptionally good 
people who can and do compete very 
effectively with Anglophones. To 
increase this representation, we must 
be prepared to move more aggressi-
vely, even in the short term. 

Let me tell you about some things that 
have happened at Quaker over the 
past year. Three people were 
appointed to three important jobs 
across the country — district man-
ager in British Columbia, district 
manager in Ontario and a market-
ing manager at head office in Peter-
borough. All three positions were won  

by Francophones. We did not choose 
Francophones to "balance the books"; 
we chose on the basis of education, 
training and development, experience 
— in short, on merit. 

Managerial mobility 
The barriers to this mobility go beyond 
what we have just been talking about. 
The problem is essentially one of 
family culture, a very difficult thing 
for all of us to come to grips with. 

Anglophones, whose ties are generally 
confined to the nuclear family, can 
pick up and move much more readily 
than Francophones, who tend to be 
part of an extended family that 
includes grandparents and cousins and 
uncles and so on in their particular 
locale. Such ties make it difficult for 
Francophones to move to the west 
coast, for example, to pick up some 
experience, even if it is only for a year. 

We had an example of this at Quaker. 
We were opening up an operation in 
France and we desperately needed 
someone with marketing and sales 
experience over there. Obviously, 
Francophones were best prepared for 
the job, but because of extended 
family relationships we could not 
encourage any of those on our staff 
to take what promised to be a very 
exciting two-year assignment. 

By way of concluding remarks, I would 
like to leave you with a couple of 
thoughts. 

First, I think that the private sector 
should start to take bilingualism much 
more seriously than in the past. We 
should begin to insist that there are 
promotion advantages to Anglophone 
managers if they become bilingual. 
It has been too easy to appoint a sales 
manager who has responsibility for 
Quebec and is not bilingual. There 
is nothing wrong with telling manag-
ers that bilingualism may be one of 
the considerations for promotion 
along with skills in accounting, adver-
tising or human relations. This is 
something we as managers share a 
responsibility for trying to change. 

Second, if Canada is to enhance its 
position around the world, more Cana-
dians must make more effort about 
language. The first step for each indi-
vidual is to learn both our official 
languages, the next, to become multi-
lingual. If Canadian agri-business in 
the '90s and through the year 2000 
is going to export more foodstuffs 
around the world, it makes sense for 
us to be able to operate in many 
languages, and not just in English and 
French because of our needs at home. 

Thus, we must break the inertia among 
business leaders and start encouraging 
bilingualism. It makes sense not just 
because of our two founding peoples 
in Canada, but because we have to 
break out of provincialism if we are 
going to do business around the world. 

Mark Harrison's remarks 

L
ike Pierre Lortie, I am not a 
specialist or expert witness on 
the subject of bilingualism. As 

an editor, however, I am made aware 
almost every day of the strong and 
emotional reactions evoked among 
Anglophones and Francophones alike 
on the issue of language. 

I should like to offer a few general 
observations based on Mr. Lortie's 
remarks and on my own impressions 
as a comparatively recent resident of 
Quebec. Let me try to focus on the  

extent to which bilingualism in the 
business world has been at once 
helped and hindered by legislation, 
and especially by the passage of Bill 
101 in Quebec. 

As Mr. Lortie noted, French has 
become well established as the 
language of work in Quebec in recent 
years. One may argue whether this 
is the result of natural evolution or 
of language legislation. I suspect it 
is a combination of both, though I'm 
inclined to believe that French would  

not yet have taken its rightful place 
within the heartland of French Canada 
had it not been for the legislative 
measures adopted by successive 
Quebec governments. 

I say that because I recall the experi-
ence of Bill Tetley who was minister 
of financial institutions in the  Bourassa 
government when it was decided that 
new Quebec corporations would be 
obliged to have French and English 
names, but that the 120,000 existing 
Quebec companies would be asked 
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to comply voluntarily. Mr. Tetley 
recalls how the official opposition at 
the time argued that existing com-
panies should be forced to have 
French as well as English names, 
but he insisted they would comply 
voluntarily. 

When notices were sent to each of 
the 120,000 companies, fewer than 25 

complied. Mr. Tetley then wrote a 
personal letter to the presidents of the 
500 major Quebec companies, asking 
them to comply. Nine volunteered. 
Later, a survey was taken to find out 
why the response had been so nega-
tive. The most frequent reply, perhaps 
understandably, was that the proposed 
change was simply not seen to be in 
the companies' interest. 

Only a small episode, perhaps, but 
it sheds some light on why legislation 
was deemed necessary to compel some 
measure of bilingualism in the 
commercial life of Quebec. 

One can easily understand the resent-
ment and frustration of Francophones, 
especially in Montreal, who for so long 
lived in a society where most commer-
cial signs were unilingual English, 
where the language of the workplace 
was often English, and where service 
in many stores and business establish-
ments was available only in English. 

Since August 26, 1977, when Bill 101 
was enacted, a single language, French, 
has been established by law — rightly 
— as the paramount language, and in 
many areas, as the only language of 
business, of education, and of public 
services. This process is probably 
unparalleled in the Western world, 
and is part of a broader social evolution 
which has transformed Quebec in 
recent years. In the business world, 
Bill 101 is obliging companies, with 
few exceptions, to conduct their affairs 
not bilingually but in French, from 
the shop floor to the boardroom. 

The legislation has inevitably bred 
some frustrations and annoyance. But 
as of April 30, 1982, according to the 
Office de la  langue française,  more 
than 66 per cent of the 1,614 largest 
Quebec companies — those with 100 
or more employees — had their fran-
cization certificates, attesting that they  

were operating in French or had a 
programme under way for that 
purpose. Of the 2,269 companies with 
50 to 100 employees, 49 per cent had 
certificates. We may expect total 
compliance by the deadline of 
December 31, 1983. 

Claude  Aubin,  the new president of 
the Office, reported recently that the 
establishment of French as the 
language of work has led to an increase 
in the creativity, initiative, partici-
pation and productivity of Franco-
phone employees, particularly at 
management levels. 

These are among the positive results 
which have flowed from Quebec's 
language law. There is no doubt that 
it has also created a greater sense of 
cultural and linguistic security among 
Francophones in Quebec and has led 
to a greater sense of social tranquillity 
within the Francophone community 
than existed a few years ago. All of 
us can welcome these trends. 

Regrettably, however, the pendulum 
has swung too far in some respects. 
Several aspects of the Quebec 
language law seem excessive, punitive, 
even vindictive in their impact on the 
use of English, and have aroused wide-
spread resentment within the Anglo-
phone and Allophone communities. 

Some of those excesses are in educa-
tion and social services which are 
outside the scope of my remarks this 
morning. However, reference has been 
made to the recent landmark judge-
ment in the Quebec Superior Court 
in which Chief Justice Jules Deschênes 
ruled that certain aspects of Bill 101, 
restricting English-language educa-
tion, were unconstitutional and that 
the Quebec government in defending 
these aspects of the Bill reflected a 
"totalitarian" concept of society. 

I believe that similar criticism can be 
levelled against several other provi-
sions of Bill 101 that affect the business 
community. 

In some of its regulations and in the 
insensitive way they have sometimes 
been applied, the language legislation 
has been arbitrary and on occasion 
intolerant. This can only undermine  

the efforts of those trying to extend 
and strengthen the cause of bilingua-
lism throughout Canada. 

I refer primarily to the impact of Bill 
101 in areas affecting the use of signs, 
posters and advertising, in language 
tests for professions and to some 
extent in the language of work. No 
aspect of Bill 101 is resented more 
deeply than Section 58, which has 
required the abolition of all English 
words on most signs, posters and 
commercial advertising. It is hard to 
think of any other jurisdiction in the 
Western world where it is deemed 
necessary to expunge a whole 
language from public view. 

It implies that the mere sight of a few 
English words — even if accompanied 
by their French translation — consti-
tutes an affront to Quebec's majority. 
In some respects, as Claude-Armand 
Sheppard noted recently, the use of 
English is now a crime in Quebec. 

No social revolution, of course, can 
be entirely free of injustices and 
abuses. In a democratic society, one 
can even justify some degree of coer-
cion in the general interest. But to use 
the power of the state to abolish minor-
ity rights, on the ground that this is 
necessary for the security of the major-
ity, is a most dubious proposition. The 
legislative attempt to stamp out the 
use of English as a public presence 
sometimes leads to bizarre incidents. 

One recalls the case earlier this year 
of a broker in Hull, a unilingual Fran-
cophone, who was warned he was 
breaking the law because the sign on 
the door of his family firm contained 
the word "realtor." Although he 
explained that the word was a regis-
tered trademark of the Canadian Real 
Estate Association, he was told to 
remove it nevertheless. 

One recalls how, in Montreal, a real 
estate firm was recently convicted and 
fined $100 for posting two small signs 
in front of two houses in a predomi-
nantly English-speaking suburb of the 
West Island. The signs contained the 
offending words "For Rent". 

Then there was the case in the heavily 
Anglophone West Island of Montreal 
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in which a lawn-care firm

 

owned by 

Mr. Claude Larochelle was ordered 

to remove the word "lawn" from his 

bilingual truck signs, leaving only the 

French word  "pelouse".  His chief 

competitor, an American fir rit,  carries 

the name "Chemlawn" in three-foot-

high letters on its trucks. Because 

"Chemlawn" is a trademark registered 
before Bill 101 came into effect, it is 

legal. That left Mr. I 2rochelle asking 

why he, a Francophone, operating a 

company that serves primarily an 

English-speaking area, cannot 

announce in English the business he 

is in but his American competitor can. 

He is still awaiting a reply. 

Last March, when the section of Bill 

101 requiring commercial signs to be 

in French only was challenged in 

Quebec Superior Court, Judge Jacques 

Dugas held that the Province had the 

power to restrict the use of English 

in business, just as Ontario had 

restricted the use of French in educa-

tion unti11924. 

"Freedom of expression," he wrote, 
"does not include freedom to choose 

the language of expression," a view 

which may strike some people as 

rather odd. One wonders what use 

freedom of expression is without the 

means to express it. It is as though 

freedom of religion were defined as 

the right to worship, providing it is 

only in an Anglican church. 

The resentment engendered within 

the Anglophone community by the 

prohibition on suns is directed, of 

course, against the Quebec govern-
ment, not against the Francophone 

community, because it is recognized 

that many Francophones themselves 

feel this part of Bill 101 to be excessive. 

A survey conducted last year by 

Sorecom, a highly respected polling 

organization in Quebec, showed that 

64 per cent of Francophone Mon-

trealers and 95 per cent of Anglophone 

Montrealers felt Bill 101 should be 

amended to permit bilingual signs. 

A second area of concern is in the 

language tests set up under Bill101, 

whereby non-Francophones, graduat-

ing from professional schools in Que-
bec, cannot practise their profession  

without passing special language tests 

in French. Francophones coming up 
through the French school system, 

of course, are not required to take the 
test because they are automatically 

deemed to be proficient in French. 

The tests have deprived competent 

and even bilingual people of their right 
to work in their chosen field simply 
because of their inability to pass a writ-

ten test. Some of you may be aware 
of the case of Joanne Curran, a fluently 
bilingual Anglophone nurse, who was 
deprived of her job because of her 
failure to pass a written test. 

The testing program has been criti-
cized by the Quebec government's 
own agency, the Conseil de la  langue 
française,  which advises the govern-
ment on language policy. It has urged 
that the tests be abolished. But as of 

today they remain, with a few minor 

changes. 

In Montreal today, it is almost impos-

sible for a unilingual Anglophone to 

find a job except in high-technology-

industries with international markets, 

such as Northern Telecom. Most jobs 

now require, properly, "a minimal 

knowledge of French," at least written 

and oral, according to a study under-

taken last spring for Alliance Quebec, 

the newly-formed umbrella group set 

up to defend the rights of non-Fran-

cophones. 

The survey of 32 large, Montreal-based 

firms and 11 smaller companies indi-

cated that below the upper manage-

ment level, local companies now tend 

to operate almost entirely in French. 

Since 1977, the cost of francization 

incurred by Quebec companies has 

been estimated by the Office de la 

langue française  to be more than $100 

million. 

Another study, conducted for the C.D. 

Howe Institute in 1980 by Yvon Allaire 

and Roger Miller, who teach business 

administration at the University of 

Quebec in Montreal, reported that 330 

of the largest firms, with 500 or more 

employees each, had spent an average 

of $105,000 each to accommodate 

French as a working language since 

1977. 

The study reported that French-

speaking employees continued to be 

under-represented at top management 

and even middle management levels, 

a finding that supports Pierre Lortie's 

observation this morning. 

But the evidence is sometimes conflict-

ing, and we have no reliable and 

up-to-date data on the progress of 

francization at the management level. 

One linguistic expert, Monica Heller 

of the University of California, spent 

three months last year studying the 

process of francization at a major 

Montreal beverage manufacturer that 
was traditionally English until the 
1960s. She found that at top or middle 

management levels, Francophones 

were recruited, trained and quickly 

promoted as part of company policy. 

Remaining Anglophones tended to be 

older workers, with more seniority and 

experience than their young French-

speaking superiors, which sometimes 

caused tension at meetings. In some 
departments, the use of French in 

meetings was decreed at the risk of 

alienating older Anglophones — a rela-

tively new phenomenon, perhaps. 

Yet, she found, most Anglophone 

workers accepted francization as 

reasonable, and instances of open 

hostility were rare. 

I think the majority of Quebec Anglo-

phones have the same attitude — an 

acceptance of the paramountcy of the 

French language and a readiness to 

ensure that their children, at least, 

must be fully bilingual to function 

within a predominantly French-

speaking society. 

But I think there is a sense that it ought 

to be possible to encourage and to 

welcome the assertion of French-

language rights without the kind of 

excessive and coercive measures 

which deny the existence of English 

and which go far beyond the kind of 

"pushing" that Max Yalden referred 

to yesterday. 

Three years ago, on the 10th anniver-

sary of the Official Languages Act, 

Davidson Dunton, a co-chairman of 

the B & B Commission, wrote that "the 
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concept of equilingualism," as he 

called it, was not only fair but must 

be seen to be fair. 

In Quebec today, it is not always easy 

for Anglophones to detect fairness in 

a language policy that reflects neither 

bilingualism nor equilingualism. 

While our attention in the '80s must 

be focussed primarily on the extension 

of Francophone rights across Canada, 

and with all deliberate speed, I hope 

the legitimate concerns of Anglo-

phones in Quebec, who often feel 

themselves beleaguered these days, 

will not be ignored. 

There is a linkage here, I believe, 

because the long-overdue extension 

of Francophone rights across the 

country can only be accelerated if the 

excessive aspects of Quebec's 

language legislation are eliminated. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION PERIOD 

Third Session 

A representative of the business community 
noted that companies are moving their head 
offices out of Quebec not only because of 
the language issue, but because senior execu-
tives are taxed more heavily than their coun-
terparts elsewhere in Canada. He added that 
bilingualism would not succeed if senior 
managers were not convinced of the impor-
tance of equal opportunities for Franco-

phones and Anglophones. 

Another businessman expressed the view 
that the federal government intervenes 

enough already in the private sector, and 
that asking it to fill the gap left by departing 
companies is not the best solution. Nor is 

it wise to force companies to keep their head 
offices in Quebec. Taxes are too high and 
senior executives have problems educating 
their children in the language of their choice. 

Jean de Grandpré pointed out that Bell 
Canada has adapted to the situation and uses 
French and English where appropriate. 
Communications in the Quebec region are 
in French, and those that pertain to the 
company in general and to other companies 

are in English, with translations for the 
Quebec region. Bell Canada's policy is that 
English is the main language of work at head 
office because the technology in this field 
is almost exclusively in that language. It has 
nevertheless been able to attract very compe-

tent Francophones. 

A senior public servant saw Ottawa and 
Montreal as pairs in the bilingual zone, and 

Quebec City and Toronto as pairs outside 
the zone. He would like to set up units work-
ing in the minority official language in other 

major centres within the bilingual zone. 

Another participant stated that, regardless 
of where a company's head office is located, 
its highest priority must be effectiveness and 
efficiency. For this reason, he was not sure 
how fast Canada's business community 
could move toward the model proposed by 
Mr. Lortie although he agreed with it as a 

long-term objective. He felt that Franco-
phones should not expect a bilingual situa-
tion to exist soon in head offices outside 

Quebec. 

One businessman said that in expanding 
his company he had tried to set up a part-
nership between Quebec and Ontario to  

prove that Francophones could succeed 

outside Quebec. He discovered that Ontario 

had a completely different culture. For a 

true partnership to exist, the partners have 

to get to know each other, the first step being 

to learn each other's language. 

The next speaker noted that most of the 

discussions had revolved around linguistic 

rather than cultural differences. In his view, 

the cultural aspect was what should really 

be emphasized. He wondered how one could 

prove that language legislation in Quebec 

has had a negative impact. Given the 

increased sense of cultural security and 

opportunities for advancement that the 

Charter has produced for Francophones, the 

legislation should not be judged too harshly. 

He questioned the reliability of Mr. Harri-

son's statistics from a study on bilingual 

signage, stating that according to other data, 

the majority of Francophones are in favour 

of Bill 101's provisions regarding unilingual 

French commercial signage. Over the past 

ten years, the professional and economic 

expectations of young Francophones had 

been rising and were higher than those of 

their counterparts in the rest of Canada. 

Unless large companies made significant 

linguistic changes, they would be unable 

to meet these expectations and the resulting 

dissatisfaction could have serious political 

repercussions. 

This speaker was asked if he believed Fran-

cophones had higher aspirations because 

they had started out so far behind Anglo-

phones. As regards the education provisions 
in Bill 101, did not Francophones think that 

Anglophones should have the opportunity 
to be educated in English provided they were 
able to communicate in French? 

He agreed that Francophone Quebecers 
appeared to be generally in favour of loosen-

ing the Charter in that area, and that the 

Canada clause was a popular option. He 
was unable to say why Francophone expec-
tations are what they are. 

A member of the academic community felt 

there was too much optimism about 
language of service in the business world. 
He cited the example of the private sector 
in New Brunswick, where private companies 
appeared to be waiting for government to 
legislate on language. 

A public servant said the private sector 
should be more involved than government 
in making people aware of the advantages 
of bilingualism. She noted that her depart-
ment was trying to change people's attitudes 
with programmes such as Open House 
Canada which helped reduce prejudice and 
create a more positive atmosphere, two 
essential conditions for the promotion of 
bilingualism in the private and public 
sectors. 

Mr. Lortie was asked to clarify his statement 
that the federal government had not inter-
vened to give French an equitable place as 
a language of work, and had not made the 
people in the business world aware of this 
question. He replied that the federal govern-
ment had not issued regulations that 
changed the actual behaviour of organiza-
tions, as Bill 101 had done. In his opinion 
that was the only way to make any real 
change. 

A representative of a Francophone associa-
tion asked if business should be unilingual 
French in Quebec and unilingual English 
outside Quebec, or bilingual across Canada, 
or if demand should be met as it arose. What 
policy should Canada adopt in the '80s? 

In Pierre Lortie's view, any solution involv-
ing making certain areas in Canada unilin-
gual was doomed to failure; Canadians are 
a mobile workforce and many firms go 
beyond territorial boundaries. 

When asked whether one should speak of 
the "founding peoples" in a country that 
has Indians, Inuit and many other national-
ities among its population, Pierre Lortie 
answered that the Constitution referred to 
the founding peoples, and that while other 
cultures had certainly enriched Canada, 
these two groups had been singled out. 
However, there was nothing to prevent orga-
nizations from operating in languages other 
than English or French. 

Jean de Grandpré, the Co-chairman of the 
colloquium, concluded the session with a 
summary of the main contributions, such 
as the statement that tax disparities and atti-
tudes vis-à-vis Anglophones would have to 
change in Quebec 
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Language and education. With responsibility for passing on knowledge, revealing the present 

and exploring the future, do our educational institutions help prepare young people to give 

the best of themselves in a country that is irreversibly bilingual and in a world where 

English and French are not the be-all and end-all of everything? Robin Farquhar, 

President of the University of Winnipeg and David Johnston, Principal of McGill University, 

attempted to determine whether our schools provide our official language minorities 

with the means to excel without having to give up their own language. 

Ful spee• ahea•, apply the brakes, or cha ge course ? 

ROBIN FARQUHAR 

A
fter sitting through the past day and a half, I have 
become more convinced than ever that education 
is a very major source of any solutions to the prob-

lems we have been talking about. 

My task is to provide an overview of language and educa-
tion. Obviously I must be selective in my foci, and I shall 
organize my remarks accordingly. First I shall sketch the 
range of topics and issues involved. Then I shall identify 
a few basic assumptions, and finally I shall propose some 
thrusts for possible incorporation in subsequent action. 

Fundamental issues 
Language and education are both extremely complex 
phenomena and so are their interactions with each other, 
especially in the context of our national development in 
Canada. The factors involved are too numerous to mention 
in total, but I would like to offer an idea of the scope of the 
subject by posing some of the pertinent questions. 

The first is: Who constitutes our target group when we 
talk about language and education? Are we talking about 
Francophones in Quebec learning English? Francophones 
elsewhere in Canada learning English? Francophones else-
where in Canada maintaining their French? Are we talking 
about Anglophones in Quebec learning French or Anglo-
phones elsewhere in Canada learning French? Either Fran-
cophones or Anglophones learning a language other than 
English or French? Native people or immigrants anywhere 
in Canada learning English or French or maintaining their 
indigenous or mother tongues? A whole range of very dif-
ferent populations is involved, and the issues differ substan-
tially according to the target group in question. 

What is the status of a language for a particular target 
group? Does education in a language involve first-language 
maintenance for minority groups? Does it involve second-
or third-language learning for majority groups or for minor-
ity groups? The status of a language for a particular target 
group affects both the pedagogical and political approaches 
to language education, and all these possibilities must be  

addressed in a country that aspires to official bilingualism 
within a context of multiculturalism. 

When and how should language education take place? 
Should it take place in bilingual schools, mixed schools 
or unilingual schools? It has been argued, with some research 
support, that, at least for minority groups striving to main-
tain their first language, education should take place in  uni-
lingual schools that they control. 

Should second-language education be presented as a lan-
guage of study, as in the core approach or the conversational 
approach — that is, "We are studying French" or "We are 
studying English"? Or should it be presented as a language 
of instruction, as in the immersion or the transition 
approach? Of course there is no answer to that. It needs 
to be presented both ways, depending on the aspirations 
and the situations of the students involved. 

It has been argued that where a second language is the lan-
guage of instruction, immersion for majority groups is addi-
tive in that the second language is gained, whereas the transi-
tion approach often used with minority groups is subtractive 
in that the first language is lost. With immersion, we also 
have to decide whether it should be full or partial, early 
or late. Research demonstrates that effective language edu-
cation requires different approaches for different groups 
in different demographic circumstances. 

Do we have the educational technology to teach languages 
effectively? Do we know when to use the communicative 
approach and when the structural — two very different 
approaches to language instruction? Each is probably appro-
priate under different circumstances. Do we have adequate 
instructional materials and equipment available? Are we 
training enough qualified language teachers? The answer 
to all these questions seems to be: "No, but we're working 
on it." 

A fifth question that helps define the complexity of this 
topic is: At what level and to whom should language 
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learning opportunities be offered? Should they be offered 
both at the elementary-secondary and post-secondary lev-
els? During school hours, after school, on weekends? For 
credit or on a non-credit basis? In compulsory or optional 
programmes? Should they be for children and youth only 
or for adults as well? Should they be offered in an instruc-
tional setting only or rather in an entire cultural milieu 
involving the media, publishers and the arts, religious and 
community agencies? 

I think it is evident that an exclusive focus on young people 
in the schools is inadequate for effective language learning. 
It must be supported by supplementary opportunities to 
learn and use the language with other people in other set-
tings, and these opportunities need to be coordinated and 
articulated to the fullest extent possible. 

Is language education largely a matter of pedagogy? Peda-
gogy involves instructional technology, which means meth-

ods, materials, equipment, trained teachers. It also involves 
learning behaviours, which means the abilities and attitudes 
of the students concerned. Without adequate pedagogy, 
effective language education cannot take place. Pedagogy 
is necessary but it is not sufficient, for there are other factors 
that may be even more significant in language education. 

Some of these factors are philosophical. Is the primary aim 
of language education survival — for example, survival of 
a minority culture or survival of an individual in terms of 
access to employment? Or is the primary aim enrichment 
in the interest of developing a new skill or simply in the 
interest of a good liberal education? 

Others are political. What are the respective roles of the 
federal government, of the provincial governments (both 
independently and together) and especially of municipal 
governments, which in my judgment have been largely over-
looked so far? 

What is the role of individual schools, compared with that 
of school boards and provincial departments of education? 
Does it make a difference to what you do in language educa-
tion if a jurisdiction is designated officially bilingual? Should 
English-language education and French-language education 
be managed separately? 

Should first-language instruction and second-language 
instruction streams eventually merge when the language 
involved is the same even though the groups served are, 
of course, different? For example, should Anglophone stu-
dents in French immersion programmes join with Franco-
phone students in first-language programmes at some point 
in their educational development? If so, at what level? 

Of course, some factors are financial. They relate to the 
question: Should language education be viewed primarily 

as a benefit to the individual and supported through private 
means, or should it be viewed as primarily a benefit to our 

society and supported through taxes and, if so, from what 

level of government? Or should it be viewed as some combi-

nation of both, and in what financial proportion? 

Finally, some of the non-pedagogical factors are contextual. 
Language is embedded in culture, and language education 
must, therefore, bear a relationship to such characteristics 
as religion, social class, ethnicity, geography and demo-
graphy. 

Clearly language education is not a matter of pedagogy 
alone. Many of the other factors I've mentioned have strong 
ideological components and must, therefore, be sorted out 
at the level of theory and values before policies can be devel-
oped leading to concrete and effective action in the teaching 
setting. Given that this has not yet been done satisfactorily, 
it is remarkable that language education has progressed 
as far as it has in Canada. 

What is the federal government's primary purpose in 
promoting official bilingualism? Is it to encourage the use 
of both official languages by as many Canadians as possible? 
Is it to ensure access to governmental and legal services 

for all Canadians in the official language of their choice? 
Or is the primary purpose to provide equitable represen-
tation in government jobs to both Anglophone and Fran-
cophone Canadians? 

My impression is that representation has been given top 
priority and that the first purpose, an increasingly bilingual 
population, has been somewhat under-emphasized — espe-

cially, though certainly not exclusively, in Quebec. This 
may be understandable, if it's true, in that representation 

is more quickly and more directly attainable by government 
action. The three purposes I've mentioned are somewhat 
interdependent anyway. However, I wonder if the federal 
government has been truly open with the general public 

in terms of its long-range plans and objectives in this regard. 

In fact, I wonder if it has really decided which purpose is 
primary. 

Is language education an end in itself, or is it an integral 

part of other, larger concerns? My answer is that it is the 

latter. Within the context of education, the learning of Cana-

da's official languages may be viewed as an essential compo-

nent of Canadian studies. Within the setting of Canada 

as a whole, it may be viewed as basic to the much broader 
development of the ephemeral Canadian identity. And in 

the world at large, Canada's official languages policy may 
be viewed as essential to our interface with the United States, 
our relationships with other nations and our immigration 
policies, for example. 

Finally, what are the appropriate or intended roles, with 
respect to language education, of the federal government, 

the Commissioner of Official Languages, and the Council 

of Ministers of Education? Is it their role, or the role of 
some of them, to advocate and promote? To make available 
supporting services — financial, legal, moral or logistic, for 
example? To monitor and report? To serve as ombudsmen 
or as policemen? In other words, are these official agencies 
supposed to be initiatory or responsive, proactive or reac-

tive, sources of expertise and assistance or bases of power 

and control? Personally, I'm not sure what to expect from 

whom. And unless I'm alone in this confusion, I fear that 
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the development of language education in Canada may 
be retarded unnecessarily and undesirably. 

These questions at least show just how vexatiously complex 
the topic of language and education is. I wish I could answer 
them all, even to my own satisfaction. I doubt anyone can 
at present. Nevertheless, let me try to extract some order 
from the chaos by indicating a few of my own hopes. I must 
mention three important assumptions from which my sug-
gestions are derived. 

Key assumptions 
First, I assume we mean it when we say that Canada is an 
officially bilingual country. This means not only that Cana-
dians can be served by government agencies and the courts 
in either official language from coast to coast, but also that 
ultimately they should be able to meet the basic needs of 
daily life no matter which official language they use. 

If this is to become the case, we should strive towards an 

ever-increasing proportion of our population being func-
tionally bilingual in English and French. The provinces, 
at least in English-speaking Canada, seem to be acting in 
accordance with this objective — though some more enthusi-
astically and effectively than others.* 

My second assumption is that, thanks to the devoted work 
of our linguists and language educators, we are learning 
how to teach languages increasingly well. French immersion 
programmes for Anglophone children are proving particu-
larly effective. Not only are their French skills better than 
those of other Anglophone children (although not quite 
so good as those of Francophone children); after a bit of 

lag time, their English language skills, their academic 

achievement generally and various affective kinds of learn-
ing are at least as good as, in some cases better than, those 
of other Anglophone children. The rapidly growing number 
of Anglophone children in French immersion programmes 

coast to coast indicates that the general public not only 
recognizes this but favours its purposes as well. 

My third and last assumption, a key one, is that learning 
benefits from positive motivation. People who are engaged 
in a particular kind of education because they want to be 

(or in the case of young children, because their parents want 
them to be) are more likely to achieve really successful, 
long-lasting learning than those whose engagement in 
education is coerced. You can lead a horse to water, and 
you can even get it wet, but you can't make it drink unless 
it wants to. With respect to official bilingualism, many civil 
servants will get wet if they have to, but the real thirst, I 
believe, resides with an impressively large proportion of 
the general public from coast to coast — especially, but not 
exclusively, with the children. I find it lamentable that we 
have not yet made a determined effort to quench this thirst, 
or at least we have not made many people properly aware 
of such an effort if there is one. 

Future priorities 

On these assumptions, then, I would propose certain priori-

 

ties for the immediate future of language and education  

in Canada. All relate to my belief that the federal govern-
ment should adopt a much higher profile in this field. 

My first proposal concerns goals. I would suggest that we 
are making considerable progress towards the first of the 
three goals I mentioned earlier, that of access to government 
and legal services in both languages. This progress should 
be allowed to proceed on its own momentum, with all the 
support now available in legislation and regulations. I do 
not know what kind of progress we have made toward equi-
table representation in government positions for both 
language groups. But I would suggest that this goal be down-
played, because I would like us to avoid a potential explo-
sion, especially among Anglophones in Western Canada. 

With respect to the third goal, increasing functional bilin-
gualism nationwide, I suggest that the federal government 
acknowledge this openly as a primary objective, explain 
its desirability from both rational and emotional perspec-
tives, and outline a clear and careful plan for achieving it, 
based not on the coercion of the unwilling but on the support 
of the self-motivated. I believe there is a largely untapped 
reservoir of will among Canadians to become functionally 
bilingual — a potential for national bilingualism that could 
be realized if the rational and emotional arguments in its 
favour were convincingly communicated, if evidence of 
the growing effectiveness of our approaches to bilingual 
education were broadly and effectively disseminated and 
if opportunities for language training were made much more 
widely and easily available. 

My second proposal concerns strategies. Opportunities for 
language training that currently exist should be made much 
better known. There is an excellent federal government 

publication called "Where to Learn French and English," 
of which I was unaware until I began looking into this subject 
— and I'm running one of the institutions listed in it. What 
likelihood is there that members of the general public have 
ever heard of it, let alone used it? Beyond making known 
existing opportunities, I believe the federal government 
should do more to stimulate promising new approaches 
to language training and national bilingualism generally. 
Support — moral at least and financial if possible — should 
be given to such developments as: 

o New arrangements for language training that is easily 

accessible to adults, including provisions for leave from 

work. 

o Increased assistance to voluntary organizations which 

exist primarily to promote bilingualism. 

o Establishment of second-language cultural centres and 
conversation areas in office buildings and other public 
facilities. 

o Creation and distribution of language-learning materials 

and equipment. 

o Promotion of exchanges among Anglophone and Fran-
cophone communities, with greater emphasis on adults. 
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• Provision of community-based continuing education 
opportunities in language learning. 

• Development of language programmes offered via home 
computers. 

Numerous other examples could be given, but let me 
conclude with a word about universities. Our institutions 
of higher education could contribute much more to national 
bilingualism if they were provided with stimulation and 
support for such things as language courses for credit (as 
they are now subsidized for non-credit offerings), second-
language teacher training (especially in-service retraining 
of otherwise redundant teachers), non-language courses 
(social studies, science, math, English courses ...) taught 
in the second language, policies to accept written assign-
ments in either official language, establishment on campus 
of second-language cultural centres and conversation areas, 
functional bilingualism as a requirement for majors in Cana-
dian studies, and a variety of other developments. 

I have not mentioned a second-language requirement for 
either admission to or graduation from university, except 
for those who choose to major in Canadian studies. This 
derives from my assumption that learning is most effective 
when it is self-motivated; second-language requirements 
can be self-defeating if the ultimate objective is increased 
bilingualism. 

Underlying all the strategies I have mentioned are three 
very simple principles: First, language-learning opportuni-
ties should be generally known and widely available. 
Secondly, they should be voluntary, thereby becoming more 
attractive to more people. And thirdly, they should be 
comprehensive: While we must continue to expand such 
opportunities for young people in our schools, we must 
also place greater emphasis on adult education and on a 
supportive general milieu for language learning. 

In pursuing these three principles, I believe that much more 
initiative must be taken by the federal government, and 
perhaps by the Commissioner of Official Languages. It is 
not enough for those in Ottawa to say "Tell us what you'd 
like us to do, and we'll see if we can support it." If Ottawa 
really believes in the desirability of national bilingualism, 
it should take much more initiative in originating language-  

learning strategies and encouraging institutions and groups 

across the country to try them out. To the extent it is consti-
tutionally necessary for Ottawa to do this through the prov-
inces, it should insist on accountability in the provincial 
allocation of federal funds provided for these purposes. 

My third proposal, as you might anticipate from an 
academic, concerns research. The complex and intricately 
inter-related questions I raised at the outset need to be 
answered if we are to have full confidence in what we are 
doing with respect to language and education. Answering 
them will require a comprehensive, long-term programme 
of applied research and experimentation, buttressed by 
continued expansion of the more basic research in linguistics 
and language education that has been under way for some 
time in such places as OISE's Modern Language Centre. 

Again, I believe that this calls for initiative from Ottawa. 
Merely responding to unconnected research proposals 
generated by individual scholars across the country will 
not do the job. A comprehensive programme of coherent 
studies, carefully planned, closely coordinated and 
adequately funded by the central government, is essential. 

So the common plea in all my suggestions is for more leader-
ship in language and education from the national level. 
Ottawa must become bolder in establishing and 
communicating its objectives, in originating and supporting 
programme strategies for pursuing them and in initiating 
experiments and research studies to answer the complex 
array of questions that arise. 

I believe we have been making gradual progress in the field 
of language and education, and my personal feeling for 
the future of this country causes me to plead that we not 
apply the brakes now. Rather, what I propose is full speed 
ahead with some changes in course to approach more 
directly a brighter beacon — a beacon which doesn't give 
up to push strategy but which gives much more attention 
to pulling, through education. 

*Let me emphasize that this view of official bilingualism does not rule out 

multiculturalism. There is evidence that those whose mother tongue is neither 

English nor French learn one of our official languages more effectively if they 

are educated at least during the early years of schooling in their mother tongue. 

Moreover, the skills they learn, and the skills their teachers develop, from that 
form of bilingual education may help in the teaching and learning of official 

languages. 

David ohnston's remarks 

I
applaud and support the direction 
Robin Farquhar proposes, in 
particular an increasingly func-

tional bilingualism premised on the 
noted assumption that it has a growing 
reservoir of support across the  

country, fed by that most splendid 
of all fuels, self-motivation. 

I think, however, there are some tough 
obstacles in the way of functional bilin-
gualism and increasing multiculturalism. 

Let me illustrate this point with two 
examples I know best — my family 
and my university. 

It is three years ago this month that 
my family and I left London, Ontario, 
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for Montreal and McGill. My five 
daughters are in French school. The 
little ones (aged four, six and eight) 
had some hesitations at the outset, 
but they are now almost perfectly 
bilingual. The 10- and 12-years-olds 
now verge on bilingualism. And my 
wife, who has taken an imposing 
number of courses, can get along well 
in both languages now. For my part, 
I have been to McGill's summer 
French school and have taken the 
immersion courses offered staff. I am 
still taking private lessons and, I think, 
have made good progress. It has been 
for us a very rich experience, and we 
now have two great linguistic tradi-
tions in our family. 

Let me turn now to the experience 
of my university. 

Toward the end of his paper, Robin 
Farquhar sets out a framework of 
programmes and efforts in universi-
ties. I think McGill fits into that frame-
work and has in place most of the 
programmes he suggests. However, 
our ability to carry them out is 
impaired by increasingly constrained 
resources. We are able to struggle on 
with some of these programmes not 
through the use of regular resources, 
or indeed even resources directed 
towards the promotion of bilingualism 
and multiculturalism, but rather 
through entirely extraneous sources, 
some of which occur just by happen-
stance. 

Let me give you the profile, first, of 
our university's 17,000 full-time 
students. Twenty-one per cent are 
Francophone, 20 per cent are students 
whose mother tongue is neither French 
nor English, and 59 per cent have 
English as their mother tongue —
almost the image of Canada. Just under 
80 per cent of our students come from 
Quebec, 10 or 11 per cent from other 
provinces in Canada and the balance 
from 120 countries around the world. 

We teach primarily in English at 
McGill, save for those language and 
literature courses where the language 
of instruction is the language of the 
department, be it French, Spanish, 
Italian and so on. We teach 35 different 
foreign languages in the university, 
besides English and French. But there 

is a small and increasing number of 
faculty members who offer lectures 
or section meetings in both French 
and English so Francophone students 
can ease into the new environment 
and Anglophones — an increasing 
number of them — have a chance to 
learn their course material in both 
languages. For many, many decades, 
our students have been allowed to 
present written assignments and write 
their examinations in either French 
or English. 

Now our difficulties. The cultural and 
linguistic enrichment our university 
provides through these programmes 
is severely threatened by budget 
compressions. Over the past five 
years, these compressions have 
amounted to 13 per cent in real dollars 
at McGill. Over the same period, our 
enrolment has increased by 11 per 
cent. So a 13 per cent contraction in 
the services we offer, an 11 per cent 
bulge in the services that are needed. 
Indeed, for the next two years, cuts 
are expected to be 15 per cent in real 
dollars and enrolment shows every 
sign of continuing to rise. 

It is increasingly difficult to maintain 
our rich resource of 35 languages and 
multiculturalism with these financial 
constraints. If, indeed, we are going 
to be able to do some of the applied 
work in multiculturalism, in teaching 
and in research in the many languages 
of Canada over the next 10 or 20 years, 
we must base our action on an under-
standing of the fundamental principles 
of those languages as they occur within 
a university environment. In short, if 
one is to have application and applied 
research, one must have theoretical 
and fundamental research. 

To illustrate my point, I might mention 
one of McGill's great stars, Sir Ernest 
Rutherford, who was with us from 
1895 to 1906, during which time he 
developed the theory of nuclear 
fission. It was simply a theory at that 
time, and it was 30 or 40 years later 
that the practical applications — some 
important and peaceful and some, of 
course, very war-like — were devel-
oped. 

Another example is one of our young 
biologists, who began working 10  

years ago on a particular enzyme that 
was found in certain legume plants. 
As his theoretical research continued, 
he realized that this enzyme, which 
could be reproduced in certain hybrids 
of legume plants, such as soya beans, 
had the capacity of fixing nitrogen 
from the air. Eighty per cent of our 
atmosphere is nitrogen, a very impor-
tant fertilizer. We manufacture it arti-
fically with very large quantities of 
electrical energy, spread it on the 
ground as a solid material, and perhaps 
15 or 20 per cent finds its way into 
the roots of plants. He is now testing 
a soybean plant that by itself can take 
nitrogen from the air and increase its 
productivity at very little expense. 

That is a very short bridge — only 10 
years — between fundamental 
research and applied research in the 
field of science. And if we are going 
to do applied work with language 
theory in years to come, we must 
continue to have a reservoir of basic 
research within our universities and 
others. 

Our French summer school at McGill 
was established in 1904, long before 
most other immersion programmes 
were developed around the country. 
In 1979, it had over 200 full-time 
students for its six-week course. But 
it almost closed down the next year, 
owing to lack of resources. It has 
survived only because we have made 
arrangements with a recently-retired 
professor who hires part-time instruc-
tors for the summer, all of them on 
relatively modest stipends. 

Secondly, our 12-year-old Second 
Language Training Centre for French 
and English has grown from 820 

students five years ago to almost 1,500 

students today. Since the teaching of 
English as a second language was 
added to the Centre's programme in 
1979, the drop-out rate of our Fran-
cophone students has declined. But, 
despite a disproportionate amount of 
special support from our Arts Faculty, 
a long series of budget cuts to the 
university has resulted in class sizes 
too large for optimum learning. 

Thirdly, our French Canada Studies 
Centre has been in existence for more 
than 15 years. It offers some 25 
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courses, all taught in French. And yet 
it is staffed by one and a half full-time 
professors, with people drawn from 
elsewhere in the university to permit 
it to function. That Centre was unable 
to replace its director, Jean-Louis Roy, 
when he left us two years ago to 
become publisher of Le  Devoir,  not 
because we did not wish to maintain 
its staff complement but simply 
because budget cuts have forced us 
to seize opportunities for savings when 
they arise through natural attrition and 
retirement. 

Two years ago we signed an exchange 
agreement with Peking University, 
and the University of Montreal has 
subsequently done the same. Peking's 
first priority was to send us several 
of their professors of English to study 
our methods of teaching English and 
French as second languages. We 
simply could not fund these exchanges 
until a group of Montreal businessmen 
decided to fund this first priority in 
the exchange with Peking. 

Another example. McGill's Northern 
Studies Centre recently received a 
Donner Foundation grant of $500,000 
to expand its work to teach and 
develop Inuit language instruction 
methods for Inuit teachers in the East-
ern Arctic, so that native children can 
study in their own language and then 
learn English or French. At the same 
time that this Centre received the 
grant, which covers only external 
costs, it was denied further research 
funding from the Province of Quebec's 
research council fund and given a 
one-year phase-out. 

Then there is our graduate programme 
in communications, which currently 
has 55 masters and doctoral students. 
It is supported by operating grants 
for two full-time faculty and is quite 
literally starved of resources, despite 
a half-million-dollar grant from the 
Inuit people on the north slope of 
Alaska, a country beyond our own, 
who have agreed to fund a chair in 
communications in recognition of the 
effort made by McGill to support their 
aspirations for multiculturalism. The 
programme has also received some 
Quebec Research Council money, but  

very narrowly focussed to study the 
communications in and around the 
Quebec Referendum. In short, money 
is available to study the referendum 
process but not to develop more effec-
tive communications teaching 
programmes. 

Our law faculty has a national 
programme in which our students 
either study for the civil law degree 
for practice in Quebec or common 
law for practice in Canada's other nine 
provinces. By doing four years rather 
than three, the student can take both 
degrees, common and civil law. A 
recent review and external appraisal 
showed quite simply that the faculty 
has an operating budget insufficient 
to staff only one of the two law 
programmes, let alone both. 

In the area of research, Dr. Wilder 
Penfield's work demonstrated some 
decades ago that second language 
training should begin almost as early 
as first language training, and that it 
increased learning capacity generally. 
It was funded largely not from Cana-
dian grants but from the Rockefeller 
Foundation. 

Finally, our Centre for the Teaching 
of Children with Learning Disabilities 
which, among other things, treats chil-
dren from all over the Island of 
Montreal who are experiencing diffi-
culties in learning a second language, 
is funded almost entirely from private 
monies. No government support is 
available for that service, and it is in 
danger of being phased out. 

My point is not to say simply that the 
universities are hurting. What I am 
trying to illustrate is that internal 
resources do not exist to support these 
natural, legitimate and imaginative 
university activities. Secondly, there 
is a lack of resources focussed for these 
types of programmes, and we have 
had to look to rather unusual sources 
to find them. 

There is a certain irony in this. Our 
university's external competitive 
research funding has grown remarka-
bly, from $43 million to $56 million 
in the past year alone. 

Our scholars have been successful in 
competing for scarce external dollars, 
but not for those programmes which 
support bilingualism and multicul-
turalism in a university setting. 

Now let me return to Robin Farquhar's 
proposals for a more focussed strategy, 
perhaps one that borrows from the 
example made in Canadian universi-
ties for Canadian studies programmes 
over a decade ago, under Tom Symons' 
inspiring leadership. And let me add 
these modest suggestions to his. 

First of all it seems to me that teaching 
and research in the area of bilingua-
lism and multiculturalism should be 
the subject of a major Social Sciences 
and Humanities Research Council 
theme grant. The SSHRC has iden-
tified aging, working women, Cana-
dian and native studies for such theme 
grants in the past. Surely it is appropri-
ate that we focus on the subjects of 
bilingualism and multiculturalism. 

Secondly, we must work earnestly to 
reduce the barriers for out-of-province 
study so that more English and French 
students may study elsewhere in 
Canada. Much more work could be 
done in one-year or one-term 
exchanges. 

Thirdly, summer school experiences 
— especially for our more gifted high 
school students — could be greatly 
expanded to evolve naturally from the 
remarkable increase in French immer-
sion courses and programmes across 
the country and to reinforce bilingua-
lism among Francophone students in 
Quebec. 

And finally, I think we must develop 
much more effective federal-
provincial co-ordination and 
co-operation to promote this move-
ment and not simply see it as a federal 
initiative. The provinces have a 
primary responsibility in education —
one about which some of them are 
very sensitive — and at least a shared 
responsibility in research. This confer-
ence should be the catalyst for a more 
focussed strategy in federal-provincial 
co-operation. 
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This session began with a discussion of the 
progress made in language education in 
Alberta, particularly with regard to immer-

sion programmes. 

It was noted that Franco-Ontarians have not 
always had access to French-language 
education. A sound educational system is 
in the national interest, and federal-
provincial co-operation and action are 

needed immediately to ensure that this 
objective is met. 

A public servant addressed the question of 
the relationship between language compe-
tence and the merit principle, showing that 
the two need not be in conflict. Another 
participant then took a new look at demogra-
phic trends and made a number of remarks 
about the Francophone community of the 
'80s. Expressing pessimism about the future 
of Francophone minorities outside Quebec, 
he urged that the linguistic concepts of the 
'70s be avoided since they no longer reflect 
the current situation. 

In this last opinion, he found common 
ground with a co-participant, who felt that 
present circumstances require that we bear 
in mind the linguistic, ethnic and cultural 
diversity of Canada. He suggested that, 
unless Canadians are sensitive to and 
respectful of their multicultural heritage, it  

will be extremely difficult to maintain inter-
est in the two official languages. 

A language professor described what his 
university and department are doing to 
advance the cause of official languages. He, 
too, found it unconscionable that the prov-
inces are not held accountable for funds 
allocated for language instruction. 

The discussion then moved to training for 
language teachers and the value of educa-
tional exchanges to enhance bilingual educa-
tional opportunities. It was noted that 
Francophones outside Quebec do not have 
control of their educational institutions and 
one of the participants asked about the 
implementation of the Official Languages 
Act in the 1980s, the role of the Commis-
sioner of Official Languages and the possible 
formation of a task force to study the future 
problems of Francophone minorities. 

In response to these three questions, Max 
Yalden said that the language-of-work prob-
lem would be the biggest stumbling block 
to the Act's implementation, that his own 
role would probably not change and that 
he approved of the task force idea. He also 
spoke about "window-dressing bilingua-
lism" in some areas of government and 
stressed the need for educational institutions 
to reconsider language course requirements. 

Two participants described the difficult situ-
ation faced by university presidents. Univer-

sities cannot do things for which they have 

no money, and it is pointless to criticize them 

for not doing the impossible. Furthermore 
they cannot, at the post-secondary level, 
remedy problems created at the lower levels. 
Speaking from a western point of view, one 
also supported Mr. Yalden's call for univer-
sities to consider reinstating second language 
requirements. 

The last speaker emphasized the value of 
language immersion while stressing that this 

solution is only one of many. She also 
pointed to the need for new data on immer-

sion and other language education 
programmes, something which in turn 
underscores the need for ongoing research. 

The fourth session was concluded on a note 
of guarded optimism. While Tom Symons, 
the Co-chairman of the colloquium 
describes the Canadian milieu of language 
education as tantamount to a backwater, 
he strongly believes that there is no reason 
why Canada cannot become a major world 
centre for language education and research. 

The construction of this reality, however, 

will stand as an enormous challenge to all 

Canadians, a challenge he feels must be met 

— and overcome — within this decade. 
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"Our objective is clear: official bilingualism adopted through legislation, but implemented 

with care; promotion of multiculturalism and encouragement of ethnic languages; 

appeal to good will without the intervention of lawmakers." 

Reflections of the Governor General 

EDWARD SCHREYER 

L
et me begin by saying that even persons like Sir John 
A. Macdonald, Sir Wilfrid Laurier or Mackenzie King 
might feel just a bit apprehensive, faced with the chal-

lenge of being wind-up speaker before such a motivated 
and committed audience. The way you are giving your time 
and expertise to this colloquium is one of the many and 
continuing indications of your commitment to Canada. I 
would be remiss if I did not convey to every one of you 
the gratitude of Canadians for the active exercise of that 
obvious commitment. 

Your commitment is founded on recognition of the fact 
that Canada has developed over the years on the basis of 
two major cultures and language communities. This histori-
cal fact did not receive all the attention it deserved prior 
to the creation, in 1964, of the Royal Commission on Bilin-
gualism and Biculturalism, and to the subsequent passage 
of the Official Languages Act in 1969. Some well-
intentioned efforts had of course been made long before 
then, but never such positive, broadly-based and systematic 
efforts. During the '60s, Canada and Canadians finally 
realized the danger of prolonging the state of inequality 
that existed between the two language communities. 

We are all aware of the prcgress achieved since our awaken-
ing to the bilingual nature and reality of Canada. The 
B & B Commission's preliminary report stated that Canada 
was, without being aware of it, "passing through the greatest 
crisis in its history." Of course, the measure of progress 
in the past decade will be gauged differently by different 
people, and their assessment will perhaps be guided by 
considerations such as their ethnic and cultural grouping, 
current or ancestral, regional nuances, their occupations, 
and their past and present prejudices too. 

Changes in legislation and practices vis-à-vis language 
rights and the use of both official languages in the Public 
Service and in services to the public may seem excessive 
to some but inadequate to others. Still others view the 
changes as judiciously calculated progress that prudence 
dictated should not move too far too fast. 

Considering that Canada's linguistic challenge of the past 
decade and a half involved redressing more than 100 years 
of what has been called benign neglect, there is more than 
a little justification in feeling considerable satisfaction at 
the progress achieved. My years as a federal member of 
Parliament and in senior public office in my home province 
give me a special appreciation of the practice of the art of 
the possible. In this sense, we can understand Gordon 
Robertson's reference to the application of "unusual politi-
cal determination and relentless administrative pressure" 
as the main reasons for progress toward a greater degree 
of language equality in the Public Service. I take this oppor-
tunity to commend all those, the two Commissioners of 
Official Languages and others, who have worked so hard 
and spoken so frankly to the Canadian people about the 
linguistic reality within the Public Service over the past 
50 or 100 years. 

I think it is clear from the historic pattern of virtual, perhaps 
even growing, unilingualism which was so pervasive not 
that many decades ago, that only steady and concerted effort 
would overcome and reverse the trend. Certainly, I think 
this is the case for many areas of the Public Service. 

It is certainly very clear with respect to communities where 
Francophones are in the minority. Consequently, by recom-
mending maintenance of the present policy while taking 
reality into consideration, Mr. Robertson adopts a viewpoint 
that has some validity. In accepting the language challenge, 
we must pursue our national objective without losing a sense 
of reality. This determination is founded on a justifiable 
prudence and shared by many of us here, perhaps by the 
majority of Canadians. And Robin Farquhar advocates that 
we continue to move full steam ahead with the bilingualism 
programme. Dr. Farquhar's remarks, which apply to the 
language situation in education, and Mr. Robertson's 
regarding bilingualism in the Public Service, are in fact very 
similar, given their respective institutions and subjects. 

Indeed, although accompanied by words of caution about 
the pace to be adopted for the '80s and the approach to 
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be taken, the general tenor of this colloquium has been one 
of faith in the ability and willingness of Canada and Canadi-
ans to keep pursuing equality of opportunity without preju-
dice to any language community. Such an attitude is, in 
my view, one that we must have if Canada is to survive in 
its present form. As one of your speakers has intimated, 
we have largely overcome the initial crisis referred to by 
the B & B Commission. It is my belief that a majority of 
Canadians generally accept and support the laws and 
programmes that underpin the concept of bilingualism. 
In our federal country, there are still — and probably will 
remain for another generation — some significant 
differences of view as to the precise nature and extent of 
bilingual obligation and realistically attainable goals, even 
among those of relatively positive attitude and considerable 
goodwill. In our future course, the Canadian characteristic 
of compromise will make itself felt again and again, I have 
no doubt; but as is also characteristic of Canada and Canadi-
ans, compromise will allow us to bridge difficult situations 
and move toward our goal. 

Canadians know from history that, although dissatisfaction 
may be the child of compromise, it is a much more welcome 
offspring than fragmentation, the parting of ways which 
comes from deep-seated resentments that derive from rigid, 
uncompromising, opposite positions based on absolute 
principle. At first, I thought there were contradictions in 
the conclusions arrived at by Messrs. Yalden, Robertson 
and Farquhar. But, on reflection, is there not in some salient 
points a converging of views as to alternatives? When, for 
example, Dr. Farquhar urges in his concluding paragraph 
that "My personal feeling for this country causes me to 
plead that we do not apply the brakes now but rather move 
full speed ahead," I assume he means principally with resp-
ect to language in education. If so, it is not necessarily in 
contradiction with those who have witnessed 12 years of 
application of the Official Languages Act and nine years 
of application of the Parliamentary Resolution of 1973 on 
language in the Public Service of Canada. 

Those who have seen the progress regard it as a difficult 
process, but necessary and worthwhile, with tangible 
results. I am not surprised by differences of opinion as to 
whether we could have done more, gone more quickly, as 
to how much remains to be done. Many of those who have 
seen this progress now counsel moderation and careful ana-
lysis before we proceed much further, much faster. After 
all, if there is to be a change in direction, it is really quite 
reckless to make it while going at full speed. It remains, 
however, that the domain of education and second language 
competence and, most important of all, the right of mother-
tongue language instruction for those in the minority, call 
for us to proceed at a fuller, faster speed. 

There are as many reasons to encourage bilingualism in 
education, as in any other sector. Bilingualism programmes 
in schools are better accepted than elsewhere even though 
they began later, or more slowly, than bilingual services 
to the public or bilingualism in the Public Service. In many 
respects that is ironic. Bilingualism in schools is more widely 
accepted by the public and desired by hundreds of thou-  

sands of Anglophone families. The percentage of Franco-
phones in favour of bilingualism, whether in schools or 
in the population in general, is certainly as great. What, 
then, this all comes down to is that the general reaction 
is all the more impressive when we consider what it was 
a few decades ago. 

Another irony is that the parents' desire is supported by 
educators. I think there is more agreement — perhaps almost 
unanimity — in this area, that the maximum effectiveness 
of language learning is in the kindergarten and elementary-
grade years. But with so many parents and educators of 
that view, with most, if not all, provinces willing for a decade 
or more now to foster minority language of instruction and 
immersion schools of various combinations, and with the 
federal government standing ready to augment provincial 
funds for that purpose, why has there been such slow 
progress to that end? Today, these offerings are still modest, 
if encouraging, even when some of the more vocal oppo-
nents of the bilingual effort in Canada generally accept the 
approach through the schools, especially in the early years. 
So, why the apparent lethargy? This is where we encounter 
some of the realities of life, of human nature, of political 
democracy, including political democracy at the local and 
regional levels. 

In the West, and in most of English Canada, part of the 
problem stems from the lack of teachers capable of giving 
instruction in the second language instead of being content 
simply to open a textbook as was the case in the past. A 
most thankless and unproductive task when we see how 
a second language was taught a dozen years ago in Holland 
or in Denmark, for example, but the lack of bilingual teach-
ers is not the only reason a lot of local and regional school 
boards hesitated to take on more than 10 or 20 per cent 
of the cost of immersion classes. 

Of course, some provinces have passed legislation that 
require and expect school divisions to meet the maternal 
language of instruction requirements made known by 
parents. In at least one province this intrusion on local auton-
omy was justified in order to right an historical wrong, to 
show language was to be encouraged and used in Canada 
wherever sufficient and reasonable numbers warranted the 
extra effort and expense. But in the first few years after 
the B & B Commission, the main effort and the legislation 
were aimed at the first language, the mother tongue of the 
minority. It was not initially focussed on those who wanted 
to encourage the spirit and effort further by asking for 
immersion instruction for pupils. The federal government 
and a number of provinces quickly offered financial support, 
but some school boards could not or did not want to institute 
the programme and implementation was delayed. 

I have direct experience of some of the points discussed 
by quite a number of you earlier today. About, for example, 
legislating in one province to deal with a 90-year-old statu-
tory prohibition on the use of the mother tongue of the 
minority as the language of instruction in the schools. This 
inequity is now a matter of record and some of the architects 
of the statute of repeal are present at this colloquium. 
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This was an interesting episode, psychologically crucial 
at the time. But it was nothing more than an episode. In 
my view, the problem is diminishing with the passing of 
time. Despite the prophets of doom, the reforms of 1970 
have not provoked a storm of hatred. Immersion classes 
for everyone living close to an area where the second 
language is in common use are much less contested than 
expected. The problem is one of implementation. I must 
say that in the days immediately following passage of 
the Official Languages Act in 1969, no matter how much 
I supported the legislation, I was always nervous and unsure 
about its application in the various regions and administra-
tive districts of the country. And I say that as one who 
supported the Official Languages Act and who declared 
in 1969 that he would not only withdraw his province from 
a joint Prairie province challenge to the Official Languages 
Act in the Supreme Court of Canada, but would positively 
support it as necessary to Canada's long-term national inter-
est and as a means of redressing long-standing minority 
grievances. My view has not changed, but I worried then 
and worry still about regional applications and definitions. 
It is easy to declare official bilingualism and still remain 
realistic if the nation, province or region in question has 
a minority that approaches 50, 40, 30 or 25 per cent. It begins 
by degree to become difficult at 20 per cent or 10 per cent, 
although that was the number used in the statute itself; 
and it becomes very nearly impossible, at least in the 
short term, if in a given part of the country, the minority, 
small as it is, is geographically scattered rather than concen-
trated in an easily definable area, such as a city, town or 
municipality. 

The second complicating factor which is part of the Cana-
dian scene is that there are other cultural minorities with 
populations larger in certain areas than the official language 
minority. The guiding principle of government policy is 
then difficult to understand and even harder to explain with 
conviction. The major parties involved are rarely convinced. 
There is no problem at the national level, in New Brunswick, 
in the other Maritime provinces, or in most of rural Ontario, 
but there certainly is a problem in urban Ontario, especially 
in Toronto, and in the western provinces. In the Arctic and 
the Mid-North of Canada the problem is different since 
there are 10 or more Amerindian language families and,  

of course, all the variations of Inuktitut spoken throughout 
the region. I stress this because a number of native groups 
have been making an effort in the last few years to preserve 
their ancestral language and culture, with some success 
among the young people. What should our attitude be 
regarding these groups and their efforts? One of interest 
but otherwise benign neutrality? Or one of encouragement 
of the language as a necessary cultural tool for the retention 
of their cultural heritage? Encouragement, I think, at very 
least, in the same way we encourage any ethnic group of 
our multicultural mosaic to preserve its ancestral language, 
not as an official language but as a language that is at the 
very foundation of their heritage. 

No ethnic group, with the exception of the two official 
language communities, accounts for more than 20 per cent 
of the population in Canada or in any province; and even 
in the case of the two majority groups, this percentage is 
only exceeded in a few provinces. But there are certain 
regions, for example the Arctic and other districts, where 
certain ethnic groups far exceed 10 or 20 per cent of the 
population and are more numerous than the local English-
or French-speaking population. This is yet another reason 
why we cannot expect to find facile solutions to the problems 
of defining rational and reasonable criteria suitable for every 
province and region. 

Our national objective is clear. Official bilingualism adopted 
by decree but applied with certain refinements, the promo-
tion of multiculturalism and encouragement of ethnic 
languages, and appeals to goodwill without specific legisla-
tive action. We should have no regrets about what we have 
done to make bilingualism and multiculturalism a reality 
in Canada. We should have absolutely no regrets about 
the changes that have come about in relations between the 
two official languages in Canada. In the past decade and 
a half, there has been a good deal of progress. Our goal 
is to provide those who are in the minority in different parts 
of the country with greater opportunities to live and learn 
and work in their mother tongue. This makes for a 
Canada that is better, more broad minded and tolerant. 
Having come this far, we must guard against slippage and 
we must guard against impatience. Dramatic short-term 
solutions may not be very tenable. 
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