PREFACE

This paper is one of a continuing series of
'eccasionai papers to be published by the Institute of
Intergovernmental Relations. Their purpose is to pro-
vide a relatively quick and iﬁexpensive means of com-
municating to practﬁeners, scholars and other_students
of federalism the results of work in progress. While
many of the papers will emanate directly from work being
undertaken in the Institute, we also hope to draw on".
'_Work being done by others, and we in#ite readers to
submit contributions. Subjects may range over any
aspect of federalism. Papers published reflect the
Institute's judgement that the subject is worthy of
discussion in a wider audience. Views taken do not, un-
less specifically noted, constitute'a'statement_Qf position
by the Institute. : _
| In these days of heady constltutlonal debate,
and of escalatlng feudlng between federal and prov1nC1al‘
governments over division of powers, 1nst1tut10nal change,
or fiscal control, certain types of questlons about the '
'p;actlce of intergovernmental relations become lost in the.
fray. In our preoccupation with'which level of government
wins or loses, we tend to lose sight of the significance
of governmeﬁt ﬁoiicy for those groups and patties_it is
meant to serve. How then, has the pﬁblic responded to
the'development ef our federal system? This paper.demoh—
strates that by analy51ng the dlrect experlence within the
federal system of a specific group with substantive policy
1nterests, much may be learned about the braader under-
lylng SOClal and economlc dlmen51ons of our polltlcal system

David Phllllps, who is now completlng his M.A.

1n polltlcal studles at Queen s Unlver51ty, examines
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the impact'pf federal-provinciél relations upon.the goals
and strategies_bf the- french-speaking population of
Ontario. His paper is both a timely‘assessment of the most
recent federal and provincial government's language
.policiesrand a contribution to our understanding of the
role of interest groups in the policy-making process.

Mr. Phillips shows how very difficult it has been for
interest groups to. influence the political sYstem, given
intergovernmental cross-currents. The development of
.language policy in the last few years illustratés clearly
how progress in achieving satisfactory policies for a
particular interest group depends largely upon the mech-
anisms of co~operatlon between the governments concerned,
and on the. ability of interest groups to understand and to

'penetrate the federal political process
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I INTRODUCTION

Language policies in multilingual societies
represent government efforts to.regulate‘the_relaﬁions
amohg the component linguiétic communities. As a mech-
anism of system maintenance, a language reform programme
is implemented in order to mitigate the destructive effects
of the linguistic cleavage. The strategic options and
the availability of instruments are a function of two
ovef—arching determinants: (1) the nature of the social,
economic,; and political forces that coalesced and created
the need for government action; and (2) the structural
framework of the.state-society relationship.

In the Canadian context, language policy plays

‘a significant role in the federal government's efforts

to secure national uhity; The language reform programme™,
introduced in the form of the Official Languages Act of

1969, constitutes the federal response to the changing
nature of French-Canadian nationalism in Quebec during
the 1960's. A number of devélopments in this period

served to heighten French-English tensions within Quebec
and across Canada. The findings of. the Royal Commission

on.Bilihgualism and Biculturalism demonstrated the gross-

1y unequal status of French~speakingiQuebecers in the

echomic hierarchy._'Alsd, the increasing demographic
concentration of French-Canadians and the growing political.

is_olation'of_:Quebec2 contributed to the divisiveness of

 the linguistic cleavage: Reacting to these dévelopments,
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federal elites developed an assertive approach to the

.language issue in order to manage the changing relation-

ship between the anglophone and francophone communities
in Canada. The extent of the federal response however
was constrained by the federal nature of the Canadian
political system. The division of powers between the
two levels of _government limits the capacity -of the
federal government to institute language reform.
Provincial language programmes based on .similar object-
ives are necessary in order to implement the principle
of lanquage equalitygin all public policy sectors. Hence,
provincial cooperation constitutes an essential ingredi—
ent" in the effectiveroperation of a national language
reform programme. _ .

| Federal as well as prov1n01al language p011c1es

are cOnfronted by economic and social forces of francophone

'aesimilation that strike with especial severity the French

language group outside of Quebec. The wide discrepancy
between the number of persons of French origin within
English Canada (1,417, 265 in 1971) and the number of _
Frenchuspeakers'(675,210) is attributable to the dispersed
charactef7of the non-Quebec francophone community which |
renders it highly vulnerable-to the assimilaticnist powers
of urbanisation and economic. development. In addition,
the proportlonate size of French Canada as a whole suffers
from lmmlgratlon that favours the anglophone community.
The capacity of the state to turn the tide of franco-
phone 'minorisation'’ remalns doubtful In the nine pre-.
domlnantly anglophone provinces, federal grants to franco-
phone groups for cultural development and the extension

of French language rlghts are 1nsuff1c1ent tools to
counteract the full force of assimilation that is rooted

in the economic development of Canadian society.



. 3.

The intergovernmental dimension of the federal
government's language policy since 1969 is one of two
foci for this analysis of the policy-making process.

" At the provincial level, attention is drawn to the case

of Ontario in federal-provincial relations. - References

are made. to other provinces but theedivergencies among

‘the provinces with respect to language nolicy—making
render an inclusive discussion and analysis impractical.
Ontario is chosen for reasons not only of economy but

also because of the high politieal profile of the province
in -the 'national unity debate'. The economic and political
clout of Ontario, its close links with the Quebec govern-
ment, and the existence of a large francophone populatlon
within its boundar1es3.expla1n the ;mportance,attached

to the role of the Ontario government. Also,.the signifi--
.cance.of Ontario's participation in language policy-
.making is a function of the aggressive independence of

' the provincial government. The principle of provincial
autonomy and the reality of divided'jurisdictien are

key determinants of intergovernmental interaction in
language reform, resultlng in a high degree of both con-
flict and cooperation.

In conjunction Wlth an examlnatlon of the
relatlons between Ottawa and Queen s Park, this paper '
also con51ders - as a second focus of analysis - the |
role of interest groups in the'policy—making process.
Despite the dramatic'shift towards positivist State
intervention in”the field of language, the existing
structures and prodeSses have proven themselves highly
re51stant to change that - would allow the 1nst1tut10nal
rframework to reflect the new orientation. As a consequence
of bureaucratlc conservatlsm, the federal and Ontarlo

governments' p011c1es for the promotlon of French Language
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rights have'evoived in response to different sets of
_pressures. At each level of government, the interests of
francophones are confronted with the particular bureau-
~ cratic and political structures and vested intersts that
are reluctant to alter the policy process even in the midst
of a policy revolution. Wlthln both the Ontarlo and federal
governments, the input of those groups that are most dlrectly
affected by language reform has been limited essentially
to advisory functions. While the stage is set different-
ly in each government, neither the federal francophone
organization - La_fédération des francophone hors Québec
(FFEHQ) - nor the Ontario body - L'association canadienne-
-frangaiseede 1'Ontario (ACFO) - has achieved an integral
role in the language pollcy-maklng process.

For the purposes of this analysis, the time frame
| is restricted to the period . 1970-1978 in which the federal
1anguage reform programme has been implemented and the '
Ontario language policy has taken shape. Furthermore,
emphasis is placed_on an evaluation of events and de-
velopments in the language debate since the Quebec electoral
Victory of the Parti Québé&cois in November 1976. The
increased political salience of the minority language
rights.issue has exacerbated the teneion,in the relations
between Ottawa and Queen s Park. Also, the threat of
Quebec 1ndependence has altered dramatlcally the goals
and strategies. of organised francophone interests. By
relating the language issue more directly to national
unity, the effect of the PQ victory has been to enhance;
in the short run, the bargaining power of francophone'groups
in relatlon with the federal and Ontario governments. In
the long run; the future of Engllsh Canada's francophone
population is contlngent upon the course which the Quebec
n electorate-will chooee to,foliow in a referendum on

'QuebeciSjmembersnip in the Caradian federation.
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Our objective is to determine the relationship
between (1) the activities of the FFHQ and ACFO, and
(2) the interaction between the federal and Ontario
governments in the language policy field. Underlying
this analyéis is the question of the extent to which
Canada is able to implement a language policy that meets
the neede of French and English-speaking minorities,
as well as cohtributing to national unity, while simul-
taneously operating within the institutional and con-

stitutional parameters of Canadian federalism.
IT LANGUAGE POLICIES IN INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATTIONS

The federal and Ontario governments exercise
'their_powers over language use and linguiétic rights
~interdependently and independently. At the federal
level the language reform progfamme as it applies to
the federal administration is enunciated in the 1969
Off1c1al Languages Act. Section two of the Act-provides
that

The Engllsh and French languages are the off1c1a1
‘languages of Canada for all purposes of the Parlia-
ment and Government of Canada, and possess and
enjoy equality of status and equal rights and
privileges as to their use in all the institutions
of the Parliament and Government of Canada.4

The remainder of the Act outlines the method and meaﬁs
by which the go§ernment_§uts inte practiCe-the principle
of language equality: reform of the public service,
establlshment of blllngual dlstrlCtS, and creation of

the offlce of a Comm1551oner of OfflClal Languaqes.
Whlle 1mplementatlon of the Official Languages

Act has proceeded since 1969, other elements of the

federal policy for the extension of official language
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minority rights has taken on increasing importance.

The federal government-has developed a variety of'pro—
grammes which assist the provinces and individuals in
supporting the francophone presence outside of Quebec and
the English minority within Quebec. These programmes
include federal-provincial arrangements for second-
language and minority—language.education in elementary
and secondary schools, coordination for the provision of
official minofity 1anguage services in the court system,
bursaries to individuals for immersion courses in either
official language, and financial support to provincial
and federal official minority language associations.

The Ontarlo government has cooperated. with ‘the
federal government by its acceptance of and participation
in federal—provincial arrangements. As well, inﬁer—
governmental_interaction in the language policy field has
taken on the additional feature of interprovinciel
bargaining since the election of the PQ in Quebec, in
particular as é result of Bill 101. Nonetheless, the
Ontario government has -adopted an independent and
particularistic approach to language reform as it applies
to provineial jurisdietion. While'refusing to legislate
the principle of 11ngulst1c equallty (as exempllfled by
federal and New Brunswick official languages acts ),
the Davis gOvernment has prov1ded for French-language:
educatlon where the demand has’ met certaln ‘ériteria. Also,
the government has extended French language services on
an 'ad hoc' basis within the prov1n01a1 public adminis=
tratlon 1n various policy sectors. -

The 1nteract10n and 1ndependent actlon of the
federal and Ontarlo governments has produced an array
of uncoordinated mechanlsms and conflicting strategies.
Because Ottawa requlres provincial cooperatlon for the
“provision of French 1anguage services, any confrontatlon

with the Ontarlo government counteracts the full
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achievement of Ottawa's language reform programme.
{a) Federal -Provincial Arrangements .
The federal Royal Commission on Blllnguallsm

-and Biculturalism ({(whose recommendations constituted
the basis for the subsequent language policy) had ex-
tended its review and proposals into fields of pro-

.vinéial jurisdi(:tion.9 The Cominission had argued that
provincial policies in support of both the French and
English languages was essential for securing linguistic
equality for anglophones and francophones across the
country. In adopting the commitment to language reform
in the late 1960's, the Trudeau government aiSb acknow-
ledged the need for close interaction with the provinces.

_ Lanaguage reform entered the realm of intergovern—
mental relatlons with the federal-provincial accord for
'blllnguallsm 1n education" in September 1970. The
arranqeménts were worked out through a series of meetings
between the federal Secretary of State and the provincial
ministers of education. The Ministeriai Committee on-
offiéial Languagesrﬁor the Constitutional Conference also
contributed'to_the discussion of a federalfprovincial

| language policy in education. Subsequent bilateral

meetings between the federal government and each of the

provinces culminated in the aqreement.-lO _ |

- The objectives of the programme Were "de'permettre,
dans la mesure du possible, aux Canadiens‘de faire édugquer
leurs enfants'dans 1la langue'officielle de leur choix,

et aux eleves d'apprendre, comme langue seconde, lTautre

11 The agreement. con51sted

langue officielle du Canada.'
of a serles of formula payments from the federal government
to the provinces. Federal sub81d1es of mlnorlty language
education constltuted 9 per cent of the average cost of
educatlng a full- tlme student at the elementary, second—
ary, and post secondary (but non- unlver51ty) levels.
'mSecond language educatlon funding was establlshed at 5

" per cent of the ayerage cost. Also, a subsidy of 1.5
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pexr cent was extended to the provinces as the federal
contribution to the increased administrative costs re-
sulting from the new measures. '

_ _ Whlle the formula has .remained unchanged since
197012, the  federal-provincial arrangements 1n education
Awere extended in 1972 to include unlver51t1es New
‘federal aid to provincial governments equalled 10 per
cent of the provincial subsidy to wniversities providing
access to an official language minority. From the per-
spective of the federal government, the accord signified
the flexibility of the Canadian federal system without
distorting constitutional principles.

Les modalités de cet accord rendent possible
1'aide f&dérale sans empletement sur la compé&tence
des provinces en matidre d'education. Aussi, les
subventions seront-elles remises aux gouvernements
provinciaux, qui se chargeront de les dlstrlbuer.l3

'The prov151on of provinical control over the distribution
of federal funds applied also to other federal initiatives
in the field of education announced in 1972. Indirect
federal support was extended in the form of: (a) travel
allowances for students of a mlnorlty official language
£o study outside one 's province, (b) financial aid for
the construction of language training centres (as part
of the educational system) , and (¢} bursaries to secon-
dary and post-secondary students to learn the second
off1c1al language.

The development of these measures and the two-
year delay in 1nclud1ng university-level education in
'federal -provincial arrangements may be explalned by the
degree of confllct between the objectives of the
federal government and the pr1n01ple of Drov1nc1al
autonomy _ Wlth respect to elementary and secondary

chools, the need or demand for educatlon in French or
Engllsh is a hlghly localised issue: it depends on the

151ze of a mlnorlty linguistic communlty w1th1n a
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limited area. Language reform as it applies to
.'educetion'thereby falls within the powers of the pro-
vincial level of government. Not only is education a
field of_eiclusive provincial jurisdiction, but also
"bilingualism in education" at the elementary and
secondary levels meets the crlterlon of clearly belng.
intraprovincial. For these reasons, prov1nc1al control
over federal funds in this component of the federal

" language policy was likely a non-issue in the inter-
governmental negotiations. The bargaining centred most
certainly. on the percentages and amounts of money
lnvolved

_ However, w1th respect to university educatlon,
the federal government was interested in promotlng
access to unlver51t1es by English Canadians in Quebec
and French Canadiaﬁs elseﬁhere. .This objective of
encouraging interprovincial mobility (Quebec/rest of
Canada) underlay the federal interest in supporting
official minority language edﬁcation at the university
level., "Although the division of powers.excludes Ottawa
From direct involvement in education, previous'federal
subsidisatidn of universities 1> and the element of
iﬁterproVincialism in language policy complicated and
prOloﬁged negotiatione. It is not unlikely that the

federal government sought a degree of control over the

distributioﬁ of funds. While, in the end, the'proVincial_

 autonomy principle was upheld, it should be noted that
federal funds for the Second Language Bursery Programme
are paid through the Council of Ministers of Education
to the provxnc1al departments of. educatlon.16

© - 'The 'bilingualism in education’ programme was
renewed in 1974 for a five-year perlod (untll March 31
1979) and dlscu551ons between the two levels have begun

for the renegotlatlon of the accord. Between 1970-71 and
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1976-77 approximately $575 million in formula payments
were granted to the provinces by the federal Department
of Secretary of State ($133.1 million in 1976 77 alone). 17

The success of the programme is d;fflcult to

‘measure. = In English Canada, enrolment in French second

language instruction at the elementary level has in-
creased steadily between 1970-71 and 1977-78 from 28.4

per cent to 42.5 per cent while at the secondary level,

enrolment has decreased from 55.8 per cent to 39.9 per
cent during the same period.18 The tables are turned how-
ever with respect to minority language education (viz..
instruction in French rather than of French) in the

nine prov1nces of Engllsh Canada. Enrolment has de-
creased somewhat at the elementary level since 1970-71
but has 1ncreased slightly at the secondary level. 19
None of these trends however provides a clear indication
of the impact‘of the federaluprovinciai arrangements.

The effect cannot be isolated from the influence of

other.factors including: a decreasing birthrate, the

deletion of'French as a compulsory subject from the

secondary school curriculum, and the absence of French
as a university entrance requirement. 20 ‘
Quantltatlve measures then constitute 1nadequate
indicators of the success or failure of the "hilingualism
in educatlon accord. But 1anquage reform in qeneral
operates on a level that cannot easily be operatlonallsed
for the purpose of statlstlcal analysis. Language reform
affects the relationship between individuals and groups
belonglng to different llngulstlc communltles- its most
direct 1mpaot lles in the attltudes and actions of each.

1anguage group towards the other. In the Canadlan con-

- text, partlcularly affected is that group for which the

' goal of llngulstlc equality was adopted - the francophone

minority. _From the beginning of the languaqe reform

programme , part of the federal government‘s efforts
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have been directed toward supporting the existence'and
vitality of the French-speaking minority outside of
Quebec. Lacking constitutional'jurisdiction'in'the
. field of education, Ottawa has relied upon financial
incentives to provincial governments in order to increase
the availability of French language instruction. The
Significance attached to education in one's mother tongue
for cultural suiVival accounts for the emphasis placed
- upon federal-provincial arrangements for minority
language instruction.

Only recently, the federal strategy of promoting
French language rights outside of Quebec has included
intergovernmental cooperation in the field of justice -
where both_levels of government exercise cbnstitutional
authority. 1In June 1978, the House of Commons gave third
readinq to amendments to the Criminal Code that provide
for the.right of French and Engliéh—speaking Cahadians
to criminal court proceedings in their mother_tongue.21
Because the administration of courts is a.provincial re-
sponsibility, the féderal'legislaﬁion, in ordér to be
implemented, fequirés each province to pass coﬁplementary
legislation. The provinces of New Brunswick and Quebec
already'provide court services for their official language
i minoritiés‘and_Ontario is in the process of impieménting
~the necessary_changes (see below). As-the other provin-
cés‘opt' into the federal pdlicy, the principle of language'
equality will be extended into the.fiéld ofijustice and
- the ndanuebec francophone cbmmunity in'partiéular will
benéfit (perhaps more  symbolically than otherwise)} from
'an_additiohalr¢omponent of the_federal‘language refdrm

programme.
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(b) Federal and Ontario Programmes

In the fields of education and justice and in
the central public service, federal support of the of-
ficial minority language communities has been of an
indirect nature. But the federal policy goes beyond
_legislating and promoting language rights; it includes
direct financial assistance to francophone groups in
© English Canada. '

Through the Official Language Minority Groups
Directorate -in the Secretary of State's office, the
federal government awarded a total of $3,625,000 in
-grants during 1976-77,

to promote the social,.cultural.and linguistic
development of the official language communities
where they exist as minorities; to foster a :
petter understanding between the two official
language groups throughout the country; and to
implement projects that stress cooperation be-
'tween the two groups.,, ‘
The majority of the funds were allocated to the pro-
vincial organisations of francophones in-the nine
English—speaking provinces. The casé of Ontario illus-
trates some_intéresting features of the programme.
Eighty per cent of the total federal funds distributed
in Ontario iﬁ 1976-77 were allocated to .vaguely-defined
categories of ‘'social animatidn'.and 'cultural éctivities'23
Because animation and culturél promotion programmes
constitute the 'raison d'étre’' of ACFO, the monies for
.these categories were granted almost exclusively to the
provincialrassociatidn'and.distributed"by ACFO to'its
regional bodiés éndraffiliated groupé. It is.particularly
interesting that the federal government also subsidises
the operatiOnal budget of ACFO (a $35,000 gran£ in 1976-
77) , thereby supporting the organisation's lobbying
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campaign against the provincial government. Thus, in
Ontario 24. the administration of the federal efforts
to promote the francophone minority is largely in the
hands of a single interst group organisation: ACFO.
Apart from federal-provincial and exclusively
federal progtammes in linguistic reform, the language
policy of the Ontario government has experienced its
- own distinctive evolution. During the 1970's, and
f particulariy since the Parti Québécois electoral victory
.in Quebec in November 1976, the Ontario government has
been subjeet to pressure from both the federal govern-
ment and the provincial francophone organisations to
provide'for the_extension of French language services
-at the provincial'level._ The results have been two-
fold: (a) a gradual increase in the availability of
services to Franco-Ontarians in education, health, and
justice especially and, (b) a steadfast refusal on the
part of Premier William Davis to legislate a global
_language policy that would recongnise guarantees fbr
minority language rlghts.
' The present language pollcy of the Ontarlo
government originated in 1967 with the establlshment
of the Ministerial Committee on French Language Schools
in Ontario.25 The committee's recommendations supporting
the right of French language instruction were adopted
_in'the form of amendments to the Department of Education
Act in 1968 The actlon by the Robarts government

represented a recognltlon of French 1anguage rights that

previously had been clearly absent. In 1971, William
__Dav1s extended Robarts efforts by commlttlng the Ontarlo
government to provide wherever fea31ble publlc services
'_ln the two off1c1a1 languages of Canada.zs' Since that
tlme, Ontarlo has experienced a wide array of studies

and reports. The establlshment of various commissions,

task forces, adv1sory counc1ls and commlttees has had the
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cumulative impact of slow but steady progress in
the extension of French language services.

In education policy, the establishment in 1972
of the Council of French Language_Schools within the
Ministry of Educati0n27 was followed by legislative

" reform for the provision of minority language education.
In 1973 the amendments to the Education Act prov1ded
- for the establlshment of French Language Advisory Com-—

mlttees to Boards of Education and the creation of French

language units, schools or classes in Boards where ten

or more French-speaking ratepayers of a secondary gschool

district apply to the Board (or where the Board requests) .

The results have been an increase in the availability

of French laﬁguage education. Between 1971 and 1977 the

number of Frenoh.language secondary sehools in Ontario

has risen from twenty to twenty—four and the correspond-'

ing student enrolment has lncreased from 17,561 to

21,456. In addition,as of 1977, there were 10,054
francophone students enrolled in thirty- 51x bilingual
schools (1nterm1ng1ed with 24, 167 anglophone students}.

" The Ontario government s actions have complemented the

federal-provincial 'bilingualism in education' accord

to the extent that a legal basis was'established for

francophoneserv1ce51n education “where practicable”.
Thus, within a specific but significant field, Ontario
has”moved to implement the principle of minority
language rights that underlies the federal language
reform programe.28 | '

In the admlnlstratlon of justlce, the Ontario

- government passed amendments to the Judlcature and

Jurles Acts in Aprll 1978 that will serve as the nec-
essary complementary leglslatlon for the federal pollcy
respectlng language_rlghts in court trlals. The Ontario
governmentrhad ;equested sﬁchffederal legislation and

in 1975 hed initieted_a series of experiments providing
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French language services in the provincial courts
(criminal and family divisions) in designated regions
of the province where such services were "required and
feasible".2? Tn the health field, the government has
reoently appointed a full-time Coordinator of French-
ianguage.Setvices withdn the Ministry of Health "to
identify the needs of Francophones and to advise the
Deputy Minister with respeot to the implementation of
policies aimed. at improving Health Serv1ces in the |
French language" 30 A 1976 report on French language
health services (the Dubois Task Force Report) had
documented the lack of adequateservices for Franco-
Ontarians who were 51ck mentally ill, or handlcapped.'
The Dub01s Commlttee recommendations constitute the
: baSlS.Of an implementation plan for the provision of
Frenoh—language health services which is belng prepared
by the Ministry of Health. 31
| '~ Another mejor component of the Oﬁterio govern-

ment‘s lenguage policy is the Office of the Coordinator
-on Blllnguallsm Whlch was created in 1970 Donald' |
: Stevenson, the present coordlnator, descrlbes his
role as follows:

to coordinate and advise ministries and the

government on all aspects of bilingualism, and

to make appropriate recommendations to the

Government as to ways and means of 1mplement1ng

policy more effectlvely 32
The Coordlnator s pOSltlon contrasts sharply w1th that
of the federal.Comm1551oner of Official Languages Mr.
Stevenson does not act as a 'lingﬁistic ombudsman?® ,
_oterseeing Ontario citizens' language rlghts, nor does
he perform'the'function of an 'Auditor- General', moni-
toring the provincial departments from the viewpoint of

language and reporting.back-to the Legislature. Rather,
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Mr. Stevenson, as an .assistant deputy minister, reports
to the Cabinet. 33 In the'absence-of a language policy
“articulating minority language rights, the relative
weakness of the Coordinator's position is understandable.
Within“theee limitations, the role of the coordinator
has been complemented in recent years by the appoint-
‘ment of ministerial coordinators in warious policy
sectors, including Health, Attorney General, Community
and Social Servies, Northern Affairs and Recreation.
An interministerial committee, chaired by Mr. Stevenson,
provides the mechanlsm for the coordinators to coordinate
their efforts_ln the development of French language
serv1ces |

Adv1ce and review are provdded by two other
bodies whose role has assumed 1ncrea51ng 1mportance-
since November 1976. . The Council of Franco-Ontarien
Affairs, established in 1974, witnessed an expansion of
its mandate in the fall of 1977. Initially limited to
adv151ng the government in the flelds of culture and
educatlon 1n relatlon to the needs of Franco-Ontarians,
the Counc11 can now extend its advisory functlon to
cover any or all ministries of the government.. Also,
the chairman of the Council, Omar Deslauriers (a former
president of ACFO) has been appointed to the government s
Committee'of Adv1sors on Bilingualism (CAB}. The CAB
was established in 1970 to assist the Coordinator oOn.
Bilingualism in policy review and the consideration of
alternat1ves.3 _ ' | S

The central thrust of the Ontarlo government s
language pollcy is the exten51on of French language

serVLCes through admlnlstratlve steps in the major policy



17,

sectors. The Ontario approach to language reform
represents a rejection of Ottawa's strategy as embodied
in the 1969 Official Languages Act. Reacting to

lncreased pressures to enact guarantees for French lang-
uage rights, Premier Davis has expllc1tly refused to
1eglslate an official status for the French language in
Ontario.  His condemnation of federal strategy serves

to distinguish clearly the lines of division in federal-
provincial relations respecting language reform. |

The method of federal implementation was so obtuse
and shortsighted that it served almost to threaten
the principle of bilingualism itself---Many in the
Federal Government---forget the division caused by
the excesses of their programs---Ontario will hot
be lured into either duplicating Ottawa's mistakes .
or responding in anger to unimyited and harmful
federal interventions in this matter--- Ontario

has chosen moderation, careful progress and practical
programming in this area. Our approach is directly
opposed to the ill-fated federal implementation.35

Despite the forcefulness of Davis' remarks, the rhetoric
of federal-provincial conflict in this case should not
be lnterpreted as an indication of fundamental- disagree-
ment. In recognising the need to improve the status of
francdphohes witﬁin Canada, the federal and Ontario
governments are one. Tt is not the principle of language
reform that is debated, but rather the method-or'strategy
of achieving equality of rights for the two linguistic
communities. 36 One need only consider the seemlngly
1rreconc1lable cleavage in Ottawa-Quebec relatidns in
the 1anguage field in order to appreciate the degree to
which federal interaction with Ontario in the pursuit
of language.reforh is harmonious and constructivé.

o 'While_the_twofgovernﬁents conflict:in the choice
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'_:of strategy, it is the substance of policy and the

strucures of the pollcy—maklng process that are

cr1t1c1sed by francophone 1nterest groups at both

levels of government. ACFO and, since its creation in

1975 the FFHQ,have become increasingly vociferous in

demanding more French language services and guarantees

' for the recognition of official language minority

rights. . Each has directed its efforts primarily teward

f‘the Ontario and federal governments respectively but
: their demands and actions possess a clear intergovern-

" mental character.

iII INTEREST GROUP ACTIVITY IN LANGUAGE REFORM

‘An examlnatlon of the role of lnterest groups

in the policy process poses two central questlons.

{1 to what extent are the 1nterests of those affected

by the pOllCY subordlnated to the interests of the
governments themselves {(in either 1ntergovernmental or

1ntragovernmental pollcy—maklng),.?’7 and (2} to what

~extent are the interest group organlsatlons represent—

_atlve of their const1tuenc1es In other words, do the

demands of the organisations match the needs of the
groups and individuals or are their policies and tactics

designed more for organisational self~interest?38 In

applying these questions to the language reform policy,

one finds that Ontario francophones have benefitted from

f‘intergovernmental interaction but that their organisations

| have had vittually no input into the decision-making

process at either level. One also ﬁotes-that although

they are closely related la federatlon des francophones
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hors Québec and l'association canadienne—frangaise de
1'Ontario diverge sharply in representlng the franco-
phone interest. ACFO and the FFHQ each artlculates-
distinctive demands and advocates different solutions
while together they pursue their common goal: linguistic
equality for French~speaking'Canadians in English Canada.
The very existence of the FFHQ illustrates some
interestihg features of government/interest group
relations in Canada. The provincial francophone
orqanlsatlons have ex1sted for various 1engths of time
(ACFO, for example, dates back to 1910} Also,
1nterprov1n01al groups which included Quebec have de-
veloped for the promotion of the common 1nterests of
francophones. The mogt important of these latter groups
is perhaps l Association canadienne d'dducation de
langue frangalse (ACELF), founded in 1948, which consists
of 250 organisations'and‘SOO individuals as members.
However, the sudden appearance of an aggressive federal
policy affecting language rights in the late'1960's
created the need for a distinctively federal body that
would represent the francophone interests in Ottawa.
| | 1n'1972 the provincial francophone associations
outsmde Quebec. joined together in a 'liaison and action
committee' established by ACELF. 40 ‘The commlttee
'recelved financial support from the federal government
_.whlle attemptlng to create a role for itself in adv151ng
the Secretary of State. In theéir relations with Hugh
Faulkner however,.the committee members became increas- .
'1ngly_b1tter at their ineffectiveness and at Faulkner's
perSdnal disregard for the francophene-organisatioﬁ.4l'
A task force was established by the Secretary of State
in lieu of an advisory commlttee for the purpose of
identifving theneedsof the francoPhone community.
The move_satisfied none of the'demands.of the ACELF

committee. The liaison and action committee had become
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digillusioned by-the.lack of liaison and action in
the'Secretary of State's office. In November 1975
(coinciding with the publication of the task force
report,“c'est le temps ou jamais"), the committee adopted

a more aggressive strategy by transforming itself into

la fé&dération des francophones hors Québec._While'federal

fundinq'continued for the new body, the FFHQ was est-
ablished to allow for a public campaign that would
generate support for the demands of francophone organ-

izations.
Since its creatlon, the FFHQ has articulated

consistently-two general objectlves

(1)d 'assurer 1'dlaboration et la mise en oceuvre
"d'une politique globale de développement des
- communautés de langue et de culture francaises"
~and (2)d‘'assurer la participation & part entlere
'de la communauté francophone hors Québec a
- 1'8laboration d'une telle politique et a la
mise en oceuvre de la politique globale, au
sein d'une commission permanante au Consell
‘Privé. <42 . .

A global poliey'is“demended pecause the federation

_ considers the existing efforts of the government in

promoting the_presence'of'franeophone minority groups
+o be uncoordinated and lacking a long-term approach.
Accordinqu, these deficiencies could be overcome
throuqh membership of the FFHQ in a permanent commission
of the PCO which would provide a ‘mechanism of input for
the francophone Qrganlzatlon within the structure of
government. '

Durlng 1976 ‘relations between the Secretary of
State department and the FFHQ were peaceful as both
partles were. preoccupled with internal matters. - The
department of the Secretary of State was being reorganized

and a new mlnlster,.John Roberts, was app01nted to

"replace‘Faulkner. The FFHQ on the other hand was in the
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process of compiling data and analyses in preparation

for a detailed evaluation of the francophone situation

in English Canada. This study appeared in April 1977
entitled,  'Les héritiers de Lord Durham' (voiume One).43
Using statistics from the decennial censuses,
the FFHQ presented a despairing analysis of the past,
present, and future development of the francophone

‘population in English Canada. = 'Les hé&ritiers' is replete

with tables of numbers and percentages. The analysis
however is narrowly defined and clearly slanted-in order
to uﬁderline the urgency of the demands. Ottawa's
institutional reform as enunciated in the 1969 Official
Languages Act is used as a ‘'straw man' in a condemnation

of all ex1st1ng government efforts in the language field.

'hThe Act, whlch the FFHQ admits "ne touche que trés

indirectement la vie des francophone vivant 3 1l'exterieur
du Quebec v44 is attacked as insufficient to counter the
demographlc trend of assimilation and the 5001o—economlc
1nequa11t1es from which French-speaking Canadians suffer.
No acknowledgement or evaluatiOn igs presented of the

federal measures to support the francophone communities
45

_and organlzatlons (including the FFHQ). The report

fails to consider the federal government's shift in
policy whereby lahguage reform in the public service
is de-emphasised in favour of programmes promoting the

'francophone presence in English Canada. In concluding

that "la politique du bilinguisme institutionnel devra
se transformer en une pollthue de deve10ppement des
communautes dans tous les domaines qui rélévent de sa

compétenoe" 46 the FFHQ completely lgnores federal

moves 1n this dlrectlon.

Nonetheless, the cne- 51ded nature of the

document can be understood in the context of pressure

group polltlcs. The foroefulness of the arguments and

' the conv1nc1ng quallty of the statistics brought media

attentlon to 'Les herltlers and to the FFHO. The

reeulting publio awareness of the plight of francophones
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in English Canada was a prerequisite in the attainment

of the PFHQ's objectives. It was necessary to publicise

thesituation in order to convince_French—speaking Canadians
outside of Quebec to pursue their linguistic rights
through political activism.
As a member organization of the FFHQ, the

Ontario francophone organlzatlon (ACFO) also favours
greater political activism on the part of francophone
groups and individuals. However, the different hlstorlcal
sulted in a strategy and a set of objectives that diverge
from those of the FFHQ. From its founding in 1210,
ACFO's efforts have been oriented heavily toward its
social animation and coordination functions. The associa-
tion deflnes itself as an "organlsme de coordlnatlon et
de concertation de 1'activité franco-ontarienne" 47
ACFO's role is a reflection of its structure; it is an
umbrella'organization encompassing fifteen provincial
associations and eighteen regional councils. While ACFO
has attalned the status as the principal spokesman for
Franco-Ontarlans, the organlzatlon ‘has only recently
undertaken a dlstlnct leadership role in its relations
with the Ontarlo government.48

' As noted above, the founding of the FFHQ in late

1975 reflected a general feellng among francophone groups

' that an overtly political campalgn was required in. order

to part1c1pate effectlvely in the publlc debate over

'_language issueés. The Quebec s government's language

iegislation.of 1974, known as Bill 22, had acted as a

catalyst in this development. The controversy within

-Quebec'heightened'the politiCal"salience of the minority
'rlghts issue in general throughout Canada. Yet the
' dec151ve factor which explains the high 1evel of )

: act1v1sm ‘on the part of all francophone groups 15 the
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Quebec electoral victory of the Parti Québ&cois on
November 15, 1976. The political independence of Quebec49
would remove the essential rationale for the promotion
of French language rights in Englieh Canada. Canada
without Quebec would not contain a significant francophone
‘community, either in terms of numbers >0 or in terms
of possessing levers of,poWeré;-An aura of insecurity
then is shared by non-Quebec French Canadians in part-
icular. This has generated a sense of urgency among
francophone interest groups for the securing'of linguistic
rights. Suddenly, the close relationship between language
policy and national unity has become readily apparent to
the general public while, to the francophones outside of
Quebec, it is-perceived as central to their cultural
survival. The net result of these developments is an
important source of legitimacy for the Trudeau government's
efforts to achieve linguistic equality and .to support
-off1c1al language minority groups.

In the case of Ontario, ACFO has become a more_
aetivist pressure group since 1976 whlle continuing
its cultﬁral-coordinatioh role.  In its contribution to
volume two of ‘'Les héririerslde Lord Durham' (a compila-
tion of analyses and demands by each of the provincial
franeOphone organizations} - 'le plan_d'action‘ -, ACFO '
'articulated a distinctly political orientation in its
act1v1tes.r

Nous aimerons que les francophones. de ‘1'Ontario
s'identifient comme Franco-Ontariens et, prenant
conscience de leur situation, qu'ils soient fiers
de leur culture et de leur 1angue en travalllant
a améllorer celles~ c1.52 :

ACFO asplres to destroy the general sense of apathy

that pervades the French-speaking populatlon_of Ontario.
It hopes that by publicising the dangers facing Franco-
Ontarlans a stronger feellng of self- prlde and a sense
of group 1dentlty will develop. Thereby, ‘the clear

trend of demographic and linguistic assrmllatlon53 may
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be countered and more effective_pressure may be applied
upon the Ontario government to reinforce the francophone
presence in the province. '

The theme of political activism in 'le plan
d'action' underlies the developments in government/
interesﬁ'group relations since 1976. During the Ontario

election campaign of 1977, ACFO raised the issue of

francophone rights and services with each of the major

party leaders. William Davis, Stephen Lewis, and Stuart
smith of the Progressive Conservative, New Democratic
and Liberal Parties respectively all publicly endorsed

the development of the French language and culture in

Ontario, although the specifio policies remained largely

undefined.54-A central element in ACFO's electoral

'strategy ig to secure the election or appointment of

as many Franco-Ontarians as possible in Queen's Park.
In this way, ACFO diverges sharply from the FFHQ. While
the federal group seeks the establishment of a Cabinet-

linked permanent comm1551on with FFHQ membership, ACFO

-turns its back on bureaucratic or executive structural

change_as the means for achieving its ends. Instead,
the provincial body relies on an increase in the franco-
phone presence in the dec1510n~mak1ng positions as they

exist. It.is etrlklnq to note that ACFO makes no demand

for the organlzatlon 8 own direct 1nput 1nto the policy-

' making process. One explanation may lie in ACFQ's

contlnulng preoccupatlon ‘with its coordlnatlve role
while. another reason may simply be ACFO s status as a
polltlcal neophyte. As it beccomes more experlenced the

organlzatlon may recognlse the: need for structural

' change in order for the francophone 1nterest to be‘

'-artlculated effectlvely in the policy process..
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A major event in ACFO's campaign for political
activism was its twenty-eighth general congress at
Cornwall in August 1977. As a basis for discussion, the
ACFO executive issued ‘le nouveaurdépart' - a statement
expressing an unusualiy-aggressive tone in making demands
upon. the Ontario govérnment.ss- In accepting the report,
the congress édopted a series of resolutions, two of
which constitute the core of ACFQO's ijectives:

Que 1l'adoption, par le Parlement de 1'Ontario,

d'une loi-cadre sur les langues officielles

constitue le premier objectif des Franco-

Ontariens. _

Que la cré&ation en Ontario d'un reseau de conseils

scolaires homogé&€nes de langue frangaise garan-

tissant les droits religieux constitue 1'objectif

des Franco-Ontariens dans le secteur de_l'education.56
An official languages act is regarded as essential in
order to provide both a base and a framework for the
continued expansion of French-language services by the
Ontario government. The progress of the past decade -
eépecially in education - is not denied. Bdt, as an
Ontario Advisory Committee on Cohfederatiqn noted, "the
total result is an'unevén level and incompleted range
of French language public services in Ontario." 57 The
second major objective has emanated from two sources:
(a) the series of 'crises scolaires' throughout Ontario
during the 1970's, and (b) the particualar problems of

education services for Franco-Ontarians in the Ottawa-

- Carleton region. In regards to the former, the fear of

aSsimiiation associated with bilingual schools has
prompted francophone groups in various school distficts
to demand French language-schools as'opposed to class-
rooms. The Educatidn Act amendments did not make a |

_distiﬁction-betﬁeen-the two. Hence, the principle of

school board autonomy.has'provoked a series of contro-
versies as boards interpret according to their own

discretion the need for French language education
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services (beyond the minimum conditions specified in
the Education Act.) | '
_ _ in‘Ottawa-Carleton, the inadequancy of French
lanéuage education for the significant francophone
population is reinforced by the need for a restructuring
of the school board system in the region.: Francophone '
grievances'were acknowledged in particular by the
‘Ontario government's Commission of Study 1nto the
'Reorganlzatlon of Ottawa-Carleton (the Mayo Comm1551on)
which recommended the establishment of a single French-
language board of education for the entire_region.58
ACFO has seized the recommendation as the means to
resolve the problems of French-language educatlon
across the prov1nce. However, their demand for a separate
network of French- language boards has received a cold
receptlon in Queen s Park
Since the Cornwall conference, ACFO has reorgan-
iZed its central office in order to meet the requirements
of the political campalgn which is belng waged. .A full—
 time position was created in September 1977 for the pur—
pose of organizing and coordlnatlng relations with the
media and the publio. The'present 'agent d'information’
for ACFO c1ted the establishment of his post as proof that
ACFO has become 1ncreasmngly polltlcal and profeSSLOnal 59
The development of ACFO into a polltlclsed'
“interest group and the creation of the FFHQ in 1975 are
the consequences of language policies that-only initiate
linguistic reform. Neither the federal language reform
programme nor the Ontario government's FrenCh-language

' Services programme fully implements (even where,feasible)
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the principle of equality of linguistic rights. Due to i

.constitutional réstraints;'Ottawa requires provincial ‘
cooperation and action for the pursuit of French language%
tights. Otherwise, the federal government'S'own.direct

- efforts for the protection of the francophone presence

in English Canada can be only token measures. Ontario

on the other hand must take into account the degree to
Which the anglophone population of the province is
willing to accept even the principle of 'bilingualism'

in the provincial public services. Premier Davis"®
vociferous défence of his adminsfrative, incrementalist
apprbach-ban be explained by his government's fear of

an English 'backlash' in reaction to a more assertive
leicy. Ontario's history is blotted by a blatantly anti-
French sentiment that feared its head most clearly in the
| form of Regulatioh 17 which, in 1913, rendered French ‘

- language instruction illegal in the province. (Tt was

repealed in 1927). On the other hand, one may question if

.'-Premier Davis' stance is politically necessary, given the
Support of Oﬁtario'é major oppositon_partiés'for franco-
‘phone rights. | 1 ' , _ |
ACFO's campaign on behalf of the latter is based
on the argument that Franco-Ontarians need assurance |
that'Ontério's commitment to support French Language
riqhts_will continue. 1In the face of territorial
'unilinQualism”in Quebec's language policy and with the
pOssibility 6f_Quebec's separatimn from the rest of
Canada,:thé representativeé'of Ontario's francophone
minority considef‘thé status of the French language
outside of Quebec to be seriously threatened. As each

~ provincial group experiences a similar insecurity, the
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;FFHQ has.been articnlating at the federai level the
! demand of all provincial francophone organizations for
(:a national policy that can counteract the demographic
trend of francophone assimilation. The conjuncture of
these‘politcial and societal forces explains the nature
of interest group activity in the language policy field
‘at each level of government.

However, the success of the FFHQ and ACFO in
-ach1ev1ng ‘the implementation of their demands will re-
quire more than the articulation of the problems and
~dangers facing francophones. The francophone organlzatlons
%must also confront and disrupt the existing structures
'and processes of pollcy—maklng at each level and
between each level. The resulting frustratlon which both
the FFHQ and ACFO have experienced lllustrates the
strengbh of the 1nst1tutlonal forces in Ottawa -Ontario
llnteractlon in language reform. Desplte the 51gnlf1cance
of the changed circumstances in francophone-anglophone
relatlons, the two governments have retained an 'ad hoc'
and fragmented approach to 1ntergovernmental 1anguage
policy-making Whlle_contlnulng to deny to francophone
interest groups an integral role in the decision-making

process.
IV INTEREST'GROUP.ACTIVITY AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL INTERACTION

| ' Since November 1976 a number of major develop-
ments have occurred within the Ontario and federal
governments affectlng their relations in the language
policy fleld. The federal government publlshed a
.rev1sed statement of 1ts commltment to language reform,
the Secretary ‘of State established an 1nterdepartmental
commlttee to study francophone demands, interprovincial

Premiers’ conferences were held to discuss the mlnorlty
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language rights issue, the Premiers acceptediin
principle a qualified form of equaiity‘of rights for
the two linguistic communities, and Premier.Davis
battled publicly with federal ministers over the proper
strategy for language reform. |

- These events have taken place SLmultaneously
with a vigorous'publlc relations campaign by the FFHQ
and ACFO.. The media constitute the most significant
instrument or resource available to the francophone
oerganizations, Their overwhelming reliance upon the
media has developed because the channels of input into
the policy process through the bureaucratic, executive,
~and legislative branches of government are closed to
them. Also} the increased role of intergovernmental :
de01510n—mak1ng at the executive level only serves to
reinforce the exclusion of the interest groups

While there ‘has been formal contact between

the FFHQ and Primce Minister Trudeau, the Prime Minister
has demonstrated little 1nterest in the organization. |
The FFHQ has met‘With Trudeau only once (May 31, 1977).
Follow1ng the meetlng, Trudeau announced the creation
of an 1nterdepartmental committee within the Prlvy Council
- Office 60 to study the grlevances outllned in 'Les
‘héritiers de Lord Durham' and to propose. a series of
actions. At the time FFHQ president, Donation Gaudet,
expressed satlsfactlon with the results of the meetlng.Gl
‘But the harmonlous relationship soured notlceably once
it became clear that the federal ‘decision to establish
‘the committee had been made prior to the Trudeau—FFHQ
,encounter.62 The resulting cynicism of the FFHQ toward
the consultatlon process has since been relnforced by
the 1nterest group's failure to_obtaln a second meetlng

w1th the Prlme Mlnlster.63
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A similar relationship appears to exist between
~ ACFO and the provinoial'leader. During 1977, the disregard
son the part of the Ontario executive for the francophone
ﬁorganization had been aptly demonstrated by the failure
Bof Davis' office to respond (with one exception and that
very belatediy) to six letters from ACFO president,
Gis3 le Richer.®? The first and only meeting between the
Premier and ACFO in May 1978 provided no evidence of
harmonious relations.  Indeed, the Davis government's
subsequent rejection of a private member's bill for a
statutory base for French lnaguage services embittered

the ACFO organization, provoking it to launch a major
publicity oampaign against the provincial government.65

In June of 1877 the_federal government published

a combrehensive statement-of.its commitment to language
reform in the form of a White Paper entitled, "A National -
Understandlng/Un choix natlonal" The most noteworthy
aspect of the document lay in the greater emphasis
placed on the federal—prov1n01al element in the language
reform programme. The federal government expllcltly

acknowledged the neceSSLty of federal- prov1n01al
| collaboratlon.

'In reviewing its experience w1th the offlclal
languages policy to date, it is evident to the
.. federal government that it cannot by itself
'/ 'ensure that the policy succeeds. The policy must -
" have -the active support of the provincial govern-
P ments if ‘it is to make its fullest impact on our
" country. .To say this... is simply statlng one of
“the major facts evident in the experlence w1th '
the policy thus far.66 :
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The federal concern with provincial activity can be

" linked to the public debate over minority language.
rights in the provinces.  Again, the catalyst was Quebec.
The Parti Québécois government had recently introduced
its language leglslatlon, known as Bill 101, which
restricted the right of language choice primarily to
.anglophoneS'who were living in Quebec at that time. .

In this context, the federal White Paper was directed
specifically at the nine provincial governments of
English-speaking Canada in order to draw to their
attention the significance of their actions in the
language policy field' The interests of the francophone
'mlnorlty were central to the federal government s

pollcy but constltutlonal nlcetles requlred their
con81derat10n from the perspectlve of prov1nc1al
_governmental act1v1ty

' The 1nterests of the FFHQ were more directly
'affected by changes in the Secretary of Sthate's depart-
ment announced in December_l977 67 The changes revolved
around the creation of a 'mécanisme d'accueil’ which

is intended "to provide an opportunity for dialogue,
”oommunication and consultation with the French~speaking
' minorities."68 Perhaps the most interesting feature of
the 'mécanisme d'accueil' lay in the noticeable absence
of FFHQ repreeentation on the'interdepartmental eommittee
'which‘will assist the government in language policy de-~
velopment and report to the Cebinet through the Secretary
"of State. The discrepancy . between the federal'move and-
the FFHQ's objectlve for direct input provoked a highly
crltlcal reaction by the federatlon to the Secretary of
State's announcement.69 Whereas Secretary of. State

Roberts proposed francophone group'participatiOn'and
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consultation through regional field agents of the
department, the FFHQ noted the past inadeguacies of

such an arrangement which provides only a "channel for

communicating our problems and needs.. at the lowest

level"70

'The FFHQ case found support at. the time in the

“_resignation of the Secretary of State's regional coordin-

ator of French language programmes for Ontario. Citing

the reason for his resignation, the Franco-Ontarian,

Richard Fitzgerald, explained that his feelings toward
francophones outside of Quebec were incompatible with
the federal pollcy~'"A titre d'agent de liaision auprés
de " la communauté francophone , je dois donner 1'image
que le Secrétariat est trés receptif 8 leur endroit. Or

ce n'est pas le cas" 71 The ’mécanisme d'accueil’ there-

fore represents only a reorganization of the Secretary

of State's office with no prov1510n for formal input by

the FFHQ into the policy-making process. On that basis,

- the fedératlon rejected all aspects of the change and

relterated its demand for participation in a standlng
72

Vcommlttee whlch would report directly to the Cabinet.

The consequences of FFHQ exclusion from the

'poiioy'process can be ascertained in the federal-

prov1nc1al renegotlatlon of the 'bilingualism in educa-
tion' accord. In November 1977 the FFHQ obtained
information concerning the three optlons pnder_consiaer—
ation by the federal government and the Council of
Education MiniSters. Under option A, the formula payments

approach would be maintained but the amount allocated

to second language instruction would rise from 5 per

cent to 15.8 per cent {(while federal sub51élsatlon of

mlnorlty language_lnstructlon‘would remain at 9 per cent}.
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Option B provided for provincial submissions to the
&federal government for the package of language sub-
sidies and option C consisted of a tax point transfer

73 The FFHQ condemmed all three options while

approach
advocating the retention of the formula payments approach
. Of. partlcular concern to the federation was the proposal
to 1ncrease flnanc1ng of second language instruction:
"A quoi va servir la connalssance du frangals ‘comme langue
seconde aux anglophones au Canada, si les francophones
hors Québec contlnuent de g’ ass:.mller?“74
~ In reacting to the proposals submitted for
'dlscu351on by the two governments, the FFHQ has contri-
buted to the bargalnlng strength of the federal offrcrals.
Essentlally, the federatlon rejects the three options be-
cause none resolves the central weakness of the federal-
prov1n01al arrangement ‘the lack of federal control
- over the expendlture of its funds by the provinces.
The FFHQ advocates a stronger federal posltlon through the
establishment of conditions on the_formula‘payments.
Provincial gorernments, it is argued, have either failed.
to exploit the availability'of the.federal funds.or.have
‘spent the money for purposes other than 'bilingualism
in educatlon .75 By presenting evidence of provinCial
mlsmanagement the FFHQ has undermlned the legitimacy of
the p051t10n taken by the provincial education ministers
that only more'money\is necessary for an improved
language accord. | | '
. Secretary of State John Roberts has expressed
agreement with the concerns of the FFHQ in thlS matter.
A degree of federal control, he has argued isg essentlal
~in order to ensure that federal funds are utlllsed
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effectively for.second.or minority language instruction.76

Thus, whlle the FFHQ lacks input in the formulation of

federal pOllCY, its voice constltutes a ‘valuable resource

to the federal government in its negotiations with the

provinces. ' o

The lnvolvement of the prov1nc1al francophone

organizations in the dducation ;ssue has not been
limited to support-of-the FFHQ's demands in Ottawa.

At the provincial level, both the Ontario government
and ACFO cite the autonomy of local school boards as.

a major factor which inhibits provincial accountablllty
for the expenditure of the federal funds. In many

'respects, the'provincial government acts merely as an

intermediary'(or a funnel) for the distribution‘of the
federal government s sub51d1es under 'blllnguallsm in
educatlon. The Ontario government has moved to

'establish‘greater provincial supervision of school

board expenditures in second and minority language
1nstruct1on77 but ACFO demands that the principledof
school board autonomy - as it affects the language
issue - be abandoned entlrely 78 - Hence, while the FFHQ
strengthens the hand of the federal government ACFO
encouraqes the centrallzatlon of de0181on—mak1ng at the
prov1nc1al level ‘

The p051t10n of the francophone 1nterest groups

“in 1nterprov1nc1al (as opposed to federal- prov1n01al)

1nteractlon 1s less clearly discernible. - Nonetheless,

: ian examlnatlon of the provmnc1al Premlers discussions
of rec1procal agreements for the protection of OfflClal
language mlnorlty rlghts79 does reveal the total
1solatlon of the FFHQ fron the 1nterprov1nc1al bargaln—"

~ing process. The Quebec proposal which. constltuted the
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basis of discussion at two Interprovincial Premiers
Conferences was rejected by the federal government as
an alternative to constitutional entrenchment'of minority
rights., In the period between the St. Andrews (August
1977) and Montreel (February 1978) ?remiers conferences,
various provinces including Ontarioc also refused the
Quebec offer. Meanwhile, the FFHQ had argued in
favour of reciprocity agreements in conjunction with
: constitutional entrenchment. Both elements were
regarded as: essentlal for the security of French lan-
guage rights outside of Quebec. Yet in the compromise
accepted at the Montreal conference, both recipfocity
and constitutional entrenchment were abandoned in
favour of a commitment in principle to the protection
of minority rights, Le Devoir commented fhaﬁ,
'Il-s'aqit d'ﬁn compromis qui, 5_premiere vue,
donne des victoires honorables & chague partie
si 1l'on falt exception des mlnorltes franco-
phones. “80. - .
The results of the Montreal conference demonstrated
that the.lnterestewof the francophone mlnorlty_ln
English.canada were displaced by the concern ehared by
the English-speaking Premiers to emerge united with
Quebec while maintaining their disfavour toward eny
attempt to bargain for minority rights. The ineffec-
tiveness of the FFHQ's efforts then is explained by
the nature of intergovernmental negotiations. Richard
Simeon's contention that interest groups tend to be
"frozen out" of the bargaining. process is strongly
substantiated 1n the interprovincial discussions
..concerning language rlghts.gl | |
.In the case of the federal~pr0v1n01a1 renegotla--

tion of ex1st1ng arrangements, the demands of the

1nterest groups concerned serves to a certaln extent the - .

1nterests of the governments themselves.“ Both the FFHQ
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and ACFO advocate the strengthening of their governments
in'language policy-making. (It is noteworthy that ACFO's

tsupport for a stronger Ontario government in relation
~to the school boards does not conflict w1th the FFHQ s

call for greater federal control in Ottawa s relations
with the provincial governments.) Due to the nature of
ité demands, the FFHQ has been able to exercise an

1nformal and lndlrect influence in federal-provincial

'relatlons. The case of the 1nterprov1nc1al dlscu551ons

on the other hand illustrates the fraglllty of this
1im1ted form of input by the francophone interest

groups. Because of the significance attached to

'zﬁaching a consensus, the Premiers not only sacrificed

eir individual objectives with respect to protecting
'anguage minorities but also they ignored the needs and
demands of francophones as articulated by the FFHQ,82
The conclu51on which one draws from these developments

is that intergovernmental interaction is open to the

_1nf1uence of those affected by the outputs’ only to the

extent that thelnterest group demands coincide with
and complement the bargalnlng strategles and objectlves

of the governments involved.
V CONCLUSION

'The.role of francophone interst groups in the
formulatlon of language policy is a highly tenuous one.
It is dependent upon the degree to which the act1v1ty
of such organlzatlons as the FFHQ and ACFO constitutes
a support mechanlsm at each level or a bargalnlng tool
of political elltes in 1ntergovernmenta1 relations.
Whlle the potentlal for input does exist, it remalns

at the discretion of the governments and is a functlon

.of the env1ronment in which pollcy—maklng operates or

discussions take place. Given the high political
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salience of the language issue in Canada and the
importance attached'to'managing the linguistic cleavage,
it is striking to note that the interests of the franco-
phone organizations are virtually ignored byzgovernment.
_ An_explanation, it is believed, can be found in the
undeveloped nature of Canada's language reform programme.

. Canada's language policy isone shared by two
levels of government. Also, within each government, the
policy is divided into programmes and measures affecting
various aspects of government - the public service,
sectoral policies, and special direct intervention.
The initiative of'language reform has been taken in the
1960's Dby the federal government but its implementation
has required not'only a series of federal efforts but
also cooperatlve action by the prov1n01al governments.
If a national language policy is to counter the trend
of francophone assimilationh and mlnorlsatlon, a llngulstic
-dlmenSLOn is requlred in the formulation and. implementation
' of social and economic development pollc1es. The preserva-
tion of frencophone 'pockets’ within English Canada is
the central requisite.for a successful political strategy .
- that aims to reinforce the French presence outside of
Quebec. The prouision of French language schools'end
_ court.services, as well as "social enimation’ grents can
contribute to.the vitality of the minority language and
culture where francophones are concentrated but the
economlc health and social well-being of the French-language

communities themselves represent the srne qua non of

cultural surv1val and development

_ Such a perva51ve language ‘policy cannot emerge
within the exrstlng lnstltutlonal channels and processes
of Canadian federalism. The incremental, piecemeal, and

generally ‘uncoordinated approach to the implementation of
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~a language reform programme is perhaps not uncharacteristic
'~ of intergovernmental policy-making in Canada, and it may
be partly accounted for by the dramatic nature of the
change in orientation towards French-English relatioms.
Nonetheless, the effect has been to inhibit the development
of an effective language policy while the language policy—
| making process continues to struggle with a division of
responsibilities within each government and between the
two levels of government. '
The inchoate and fragmented nature of the Canadian
version of language planning has hitherto prevented
the system'from incorporating a participatory.role-for
‘interest groups in the policy-making process. The
"structures have not yet developed the formal channels
of input or mechanisms to permit the lnvolvement of the
'francophone organizations. Consequently, the interest
groups must compete at a disadvantage with the 'vested
interests'. The latter includes the bureaucracy,
~ individual MP's, and Cabinet Ministers who have
traditionally represented the interests of the franco-
phone'minority groups within government.83 But these
‘actors fit into a system that is compatible with a
laissez—faire:orientation to the language issue that
- no longer exists. ‘The FFHQ and ACFO have only begun

' to force adaptatlon of the structures of dec151on—

|

{ _ ' : maklng so. that the process may reflect the Canadlan

j ?.state s assertlve role in language plannlng. Once thlS

| is accompllshed their input 1nto decisions affectlng
the development of the francophone community outside

of Quebec may be secured. In the meantime, the franco—

fphone 1nterest group organlzatlons are relegated to

- the s;dellnes of the policy process.
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NOTES

The phrase "language reform programme" rather than

"bilingualism policy" is used throughout this paper to

describe the composite of- federal efforts in the language
policy field.

Richard Joy in Languages in Conflict discusses the growing
concentration of francophones within Quebec and of anglo-
phones elsewhere in Canada. Also, the special status
option for Quebec (best exemplified by the opting~-out
formula) served to. reinforce the dlstlnctlveness of the
province.

"In 1971, the national census recorded 482,000 persons

of French mother tongue in Ontario. This represented
6.3 of the total provincial population.

Canada. OQfficial Languages Act 1968-69, c. 54.

See: V. Seymour Wilson, "Language Policy" in G. Bruce Docern;

V. Seymour Wllson (eds), Issues in Canadian Public Policy.

For a list of these ‘measures, see: Canada, A National -
Understanding (1977), pp. 62-63.

New Brunswick passed an act prov1dlng for the

equality of the French and English languages prior to the
federal act in 1969. The New Brunswick legislation
however has. been fully implemented only as of July 1977.

The Davis government is currently con51der1ng adopting a
statutory base for the extension of French language

-services but rejects the pos51b111ty of making French an

offlclal language of the province. See below.

Book II of the report dealt exclusively with education. The
commission issued forty-six recommendations for provincial,
1nterprov1nc1a1 and federal—prov1nc1al action in the field
of educatlon.

Canada, Secretary of State News Release , "Le bilinguisme en
education - accord se fait avec les provinces touchant
les. octr013 fédéraux" 9 sept. 1970.

Ibid.
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14.

15.

16.

17..

18.

19..

20.

21.

22.
23.
24.

25.

26.

. 40.

The arrangements are in the process of renegotlatlon

- at the time of writing. See below.

Canada, Secrétary of State, News Release, "Nouveaux accords
dans' le cadre programme féderal prov1nc1al des deux langues
officielles en education" 20 janvier 1972.

Ibid. |

In 1951 the rederal government initiated a programme of

_grants to the universitieés on the recommendation of the

Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts,
Letters and Sciences. The programme ended in 1967 with the

‘tax abatement agreement between Ottawa and the provinces for

post-secondary education.

‘The 1nterprov1ncial body thereby performs'the redistributive
function that is normally exer01sed by the federal govern-
ment.

Canada, Secretary of State, Annual Report for the Year
Ending March_3l,1977. -

Canada, Comm1551oner of Official Languages. ‘Annual Report
1977 March 1978 pp. 132-133 :

Canada, Secretary of State, op. cit. p. 25.

Ibid. p. 25

Bill C-42 to amend the Criminal Code, measure'respecting
language used in court trials. Third reading House of

_Commons , June 23, 1978,

Canada, Scretary of State. op. Cit 33,

$702 000 of the total of $876 500 was spent in these two

'-categorles

_Avallable flgures indicate a para11e1'31tuatlon in each of

the other Engllsh speaking prov1nces.

At the same time, Premier_Robarts announced equal financing.
of French language secondary schools. See: T.H.B. Symons,
"Ontario's Quiet Revolution. A Study of Canage in the Position
of the Franco-Ontarian Communlty in R.M. Burns ({(ed.)

One Country or Two? . -

'beclaratlon of the Hon. William G. Davis Premier of
Ontario concerning the Ontarlo blllnguallsm programme.
Monday 03 May 1971 :
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34.
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The chairman of the Coun01l has the rank. of Assmstant
Deputy Mlnlster.

The education provisions of the Ontario government with
respect to French language rlghts are significant in
comparison to the other provinces of Engllsh Canada
'(Wlth the exception of New Brunswick).

In his June 1978 report, the Coordinator on Bilingualism
recommends extension of French language rights to small

" claims courts and in the conduct of administrative and
gquasi-judicial tribunals in designated areas.
Ontario, "Notes for an address by D.W. Stevenson "
November 25, 1977. (Every ministry has such a position but
most are part-time. The four full-time coordinators

are in the ministries of Health, Community and Social
Services, Colleges and Unlver51t1es {(College Branch) and
Culture and Recreatlon) :

Ontario, “1977 Sem1 annual Report of the Coordlnator on
Blllnguallsm

Ontario, "Notes for an Address by D.W. Stevenson" November
25, 1977. :

~Mr. Stevenson's status of assistant deputy minister gives

weight to the Office of the Coordinator, but one must note
that he is only a part-time coordinator. He is also
responsible for other government administration within the
ministry of Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs
and, according to an official source, he is able to devote
llttle time to his position as Coordlnator.

" In the twelveé month period follow1ng the PQ victory, the
.CAB met four times.

Ontario, "Notes for an address‘by +he Hon. Wm., G. Davis"
February 6, 1978.

Davis prefers to describe Ontarlo s pollcy as the "French
1anguage services programme

R.E. B Simeon in Federal-Provincial Diplomacy presents case
studies documenting the extent to whlch 1nterest groups are
“frozen out" of the pollcy process :

bavid Kwavnlck pursues an interest 1n this aspect of
government/lnterest group relations. = See: Paul A. Pross
(ed ) Pressure Group Behav10ur in Canadlan Politics.
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77.
78.
79,
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Canada, Secretary of State, "announcement by the Secretary
of State of the Measures Adopted by the Federal government
to Ensure the Well-Being.of official Language Minorities"

.20 December 1977.

Ibid.
FFHQ, Conférence de presée, 21 février 1978 -

FFHQ' "Comprehensive evaluation of""Measures to Ensure the
Well-Being of Offical Language Minorities'"21 février

1978. The federation rejected Roberts' invitation to attend
his press conference at which he announced the 'mé&canisme
d'accueil' on the grounds that they were not consulted in
the formulation of the policy.

Quoted in: Le Droit, 11 janvier 1978.

In 1977 the government of Prince Edward Island established
a standing committee for the development of the PEI
Acadian community. The committee is responsible. for
developing policies, setting priorities, and evaluation.
Tt consists of three members of the Acadian community, one
Acadian MP who is chairman, and a scretary. The committee
reports directly to the provincial Premier. FFHQ, Press
Release, 21 Feb. 1978. '

"FFHQ' "Communiqué de presse" 16 nov. 1977.

Ibid.

In the case of Ontario, it is asserted that since 1970
the province could have made use of $185.2 million for

- elementary and secondary official minority language instruction.

However , the provincial government has drawn only $81 million
from the federal-provincial arrangement. "Les provinces
anglaises ne ré&clament que 40% des dsommes disponibles”,

Le Droit 12 novembre 1977. See also: FFHQ Les Heritiers

pp. 70-71.

Le Droit, 17=ﬁdveﬁbre”i977.

Le Droit, 22 juilleﬁ 1977._

ACFO, "Le plan d'action"

The reciproéal'bilaterél'agreements wére'proposed by Premier
Levesque. He offered to exempt from Bill 101's education

provision English Canadians from other provinces in return
for quarantees by the other provinces for -French language

- instruction to QuebegerS'who-leave_the province.
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"Les premierstinistres'adoptent un compromis sur les
droits linguistiques" Le Devoir, 24 février 13978, p. 1

See: R.E. B. Simeon,'og. cit.

The FFHQ was to a certain extent allied with.the Quebec
government. However, the attempt by the federation to
straddle both sides of the fence (by supporting both
re01proc1ty and entrenchment) undermined the value of FFHQ
support. in the discussions. :

‘Sée: “Comment les minorités ont failli obtenir'ia
k"participation reclamé&e", Le Devoir, 6 janvier 1978, p. 1.
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