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A case of double jeopardy 
As an outcome of language law developments, 

Quebec Federation of Home and School Associations on 
your behalf has taken action. We have responded by 
briefs, policy statements and press releases to the poli~ 
statements by parties in power-legislation-"Bill 22' 
and its regulations, Bill 1 and in anticipation Bill 101 
with its subsequent regulations. But we must denounce 
at this time with all the vigor at our command two 
developments which are so blatantly repugnant to us in 
view of our beliefs in responsible, liberal, democratic 
processes. · 
[1] The first is , the arbitrary 
withdrawal by the government of 
Bill l and introduction of an 
equivalent, if not congruent, Bill 
101, thereby throttling the public 
debate through briefs and 
hearings before the 
Parliamentary Committee. 
Public debate on the Bill is wider 
than the simple presentations of 
briefs and hearings. The general 
public has the advantage of 
witnessing and indeed par
ticipating by the presence of the 
press. Indeed the Opposition in 
the Assembly bas not even been 
allowed the right of debate, either 
of the proposed legislation under 
Bill 1, or the withdrawal of the 
Bill. 

While the procedure of with
drawing a Bill-re-introducing it 
under another title-in limiting 
debate may not be without 
parliamentary precedent, yet, on 
a burning and controversial issue 
such as these bills, it represents 
an absolute disrespect for the 
spirit of parliamentary 
democracy. We are justifiably 
chagrined having presented a 
brief that we, in company with 
over two hundred groups, have 
not been heard. 

[2] The second denunciation is 
the absence of any action or 
apparent intention on the part of 
the Parti Quebecois now in power 
to provide representative 

EMERGENCY 
MEETING 

One of the actions that Home and School 
is taking to protest and counter the ef
fects of the latest language legislation in 
Quebec is to gather together 
representatives from every school under 
Protestant Boards acro~s Quebec. Along 
with representatives from other com
ponents of the English educational 
community, we plan to meet on Monday, 
July 25th, at 8:00 p.m., in Westmount 
High School, 4350 St. Catherine Street 
West, Montreal, to discuss and plan for 
action to fight the implementation and 
application of this legislation. 

YOUR representative will be there. 

, 

government to the province of 
Quebec. This lack of represen
tative government is one of the 
Qasic problems in the malaise of 
modem Quebec. The Parti 
Quebecois is ethno-centric, 
nationalistic, chauvinistic, 
racist. In its emphasis on so
called collective rights which 
permeates its philosophy, the 
Parti Quebecois and government 
denies any rights of and respect 
for minority . collectivities or 
individuals which differ from the 
majority collective in respect of 
language or culture. What 
liberties minor collectivities or 
individuals have are regarded as 
the privileges accorded them by 

/ 

the majority which can be with
drawn at any time. We cannot 
tolerate being deprived of the 
legal recognition and guarantees 
for basic human righls as human 
beings. For example, in freedom 
of choice in education and being 
reduced to second class 
citizenship, allowed to exist at the 
whim of the majority. 

We deplore, we denounce, the 
dictatorship by the self-styled 
representatives of the majority. 

What will the consequences of 
the sort of action continuing 
which we deplore and denounce. 

H Bill l or its equivalent Bill 101 
is passed then (1) - the odious 
features of Bill 22 which were 

directed at the ethnic minority of 
Quebec whose mother tongue was 
neither French nor English and 
-which coerced them into the 
language group of the French 
majority will be extended further 
to all newcomers to Quebec (with 
insignificant exceptions). (2) -
before taking into account the 
effects of Bill 1, the most op
timistic forecasts for enrollment 
in t~ Protestant School Board of 
Greater Montreal is one of 
precipitated- decline from the 
present level of 47,000 students to 
35,000 by 1984---a reduction of 
26%. With Bill l in operation the 

See ALTERNATIVES, p.4 

A response to the Federal Government: 

QFHSA rejects deferment 
of "Freedom of Choice" 
[The following statement has been 
forwarded by Quebec Federation of 
Home & School Associations to the 
Hon. John Roberts, Secretary of 
State, Canada, following the recent 
issuance. in Ottawa, of the Federal 
Government's policy statement. J 

The Board of Directors of the 
12,000-member Quebec 
Federation of Home & School 
Associations, Quebec's largest, 
independent, voluntary English
speaking parental organization, 
at its June board meeting 
unanimously approved a 
Resolution expressing their 
objection to and dismay at cer
tain segments of the Government 
of Canada's recent statement on 
the official languages policy 
entitled "A National Under
standing." 

In particular, the Resolution 
attacked (a) the implicit bias in 
the federal government's policy 
statement, and (b) the federal 
government's willingness or 
readiness to accept a deferment 
of the fundamental principle that 
Canadians have a right to have 
their children educated in the 
official language of their choice. 

The Resolution rejects as 

unacceptable the federal 
government's assertion that 
there exists, in the Province of 
Quebec, circumstances which 
would warrant or justify a 
deferment or suspension of the 
basic and fundamental principle 
of freedom of choice. 

Q.F.H.S.A. fully subscribes to 
the federal government's con
clusion in this document "that 
Canadians must have freedom of 
choice to have their children 
educated in either of the official 
languages anywhere in this 
country, in future, if this country 
is to survive as a unified 
Canada." But we cannot concur 
with either of your statements 
which declare that: 

[ I J . . . there is only one 
province in Canada at this 
moment in our history where 
that freedom of choice can be 
fully exercised, and that is 
the province of Quebec. 
[2} . . . the principle that 
Canadians have a right to 
have their children educated 
in the official language of 
their choice also recognizes 
that the people of Quebec 
might decide that cir
cumstances there could 

require a determination that 
full freedom of choice should 
be deferred until present 
elements of insecurity for the 
French language and culture 
are removed or reduced. 
While there had been freedom 

of choice in Quebec since before 
Confederation, that right was 
abolished by Bill 22 in 1974 for 
residents of Quebec whose 
parents' mother-tongue was not 
English. 

Bill 22 had many odio~ 
features directed at minorities. 
The ethnic minorities in 
Quebec-those whose mother 
tongue was neither of the official 
languages but whose numbers 
exceed the combined French 
minorities in Newfoundland, 
Prince Edward Island, Nova 
Scotia, New Brunswick, 
Manitoba, Saskatchewan and 
British Columbia-were- a main 
target. What enabled Bill 22 to 
attempt to coerce this block of 
Canadian citizens into the 
language group of the French 
majority in the province is the 
French majority's permanent 
control of the National Assembly. 
In our view Bill 22 was an abuse 

See ENROLMENTS, p. 3 



Synopsis of Brief: 

A closed society is not _ acceptable 
[l) For the purpose of the Brief, 
the opinions of every affiliated 
association were solicited. In 
addition, a special meeting of 
association presidents was held 
in order to draw the widest 
possible opinion from parents 
and their repres~ntatives. 

[2] In a matter which affects the 
very survival of a large minority 
in this Province, Quebec 
Federation of Home and School 
Associations finds it intolerable 
that the public and the in
stitutions which speak on their 
behalf were allowed thirty days 
in which to respond to and be 
prepared for the hearings on Bill 
1. 

[3] Two of the eleven great ar
chitects of Confederation in 1867 

reflected acceptance of the 
principle of 'self-administration 
of the minority .' This principle 
was especially apparent in 
community and school affairs, 
where Quebec was free to 
establish its own school laws. But 
it also flowed througti to the 
minority in the Province, Section 
93 of the British North America 
Act granting minorities the right 
to dissentient schools. This 
section was the direct result of 
the intervention of English 
Quebecers, who were concerned 
that the division - of powers in
volved transfer from the federal 
level where English-speaking 
Quebecers were part of a 
majority to a provincial 
jurisdiction where they would be 
a permanent minority. 

true underlying reality of Con
federation and of today-a 
dual/ duality. 

The accession to power by 
French Quebecers removed 
barriers to their wider op
portuni ti es in the Federal 
government, reduced their 
isolation and distance from 
decision-making, and increased 
the expression at the Federal 
level of their values and 
aspirations. At the same time, 
their pre-eminence at the 
Federal level stalled the process 
that Sir George Etienne Cartier 
in the Confederation Debates had 
foreseen as the basic mechanism 
for the protection of the Quebec 
minority-"of course the dif
ficulty, it would be said, would be 
to deal fairly by the minority. In 
Upper Cai;iada the Catholics 
would find themselves in a 

[8) We understand French 
Quebecers want to be able to 
work hard and make satisfying 
progress using the French 
language only. Our children, who 
were born here and love this 
province, also want to find a 
decent career. And they want to 
do ·so without having to renounce 
their culture and language, and 
assimilate; and without having to 
move to Toronto or to the United 
States. We need a united 
province, where all can par
ticipate fully on the basis of 
linguistic equality. 

[9) In the context of the need for 
a united province, the basic 
linguistic premise of Bill 1 is 
wrong. Its language principle is 
not based on the Canadian con
cept of dual/duality, wherein 
there is accommodation of the were spokesmen for the linguistic [6] Despite occasional stresses 

minority in Quebec. In seventeen 
electoral districts in Quebec at ~r:~· ~l~~~-illlli?81!lll/~I-Jfl!S~i:l!lt!::!:l!l!:fl!S'6Sffl!'Bol!l'!!;S!l8!:!S!'!'IS!l"'1:88i!SS:!3SIIS!l!;;;s,:m!:!!!!$8!!!'1.18!!!!8!!'=!.18S811~~S!:)![fl!S~~~~----== ~EJ18$j[;~~i8il=~;il88m!:!!!38S!~m!3888!:!~i!lll88:!!8118!S~fl!S!l"i. ~ 

that time the minority was in ~ h 
excess of 40% of the population. n ur~ ,,.~ C ange 
The districts were in border ill'_ •~ .-, yu 1 
areas such as the Ottawa Valley, ""' 

the Eastern Townships, Montreal ~ p~us C 'est ta mem· e chose! and South Gaspe, and 80% of the I 
inhabitants in these districts had ij 
been born in the Province. Thus 
the spokesmen, Alexander Galt 
and D' Arey McGee, in seeking to 
protect and preserve the cultural 
heritage of the children of their 
communities were not negotiat
ing for privileges, but for , . 
the preservation of birthrights. 
And, unlike the minorities in 
other provinces, the Anglo- rll 
Quebecers were large enough in lij __ 
terms of political power, 
territorial distribution and 
population, that if denied their 

As this Special Issue of QFHSA NEWS went to press the PQ Government 
tabled [issued] its new BILL 101, which is intend£d to take the place of its 
BILL 1, which is supposed to replace BILL 22, which itself was taking the 
place of Bill 63, which started it all. 

Although some modifications have been ma.de in the area of business, the 
languages permitted in the use of some signs, allowing the Human Rights 
Declaration to override the-Language Bill, and in certain other areas, by 
and large the basic coercive and restrictive provisions of Bill 1 remain in
tact. 

desire for security they ~oul(i ·1-_· 
break up the emerging concept of 
Canada and its territorial sub
divisions. ,, 
[ 4] Preceding Confederation, 
present day Ontario and Quebec 
had for some years been one 

Quebec Federation does not intend to relent or waver in its opposition to the 
proposed legislation, no matter what number is given to the bill, so long as 
its principa I thrust is to curtail or withdraw or deny altogether the rights of 
minorities in this Province. 

province-the Province of " 
Canada. The growth of the and adaptations, the concept of 
population of British origin was Canada as a dual/duality 
an increasing source of worry for maintained a relative 
French Canadians, who feared equilibrium between the dual 
the prospect of becoming a majorities / minorities for one 
permanent minority in the hundred years. It began to 
Province of Canada. They too become unbalanced with the 
were concerned to preserve their Quiet Revolution in the 1960's. To 
language, institutions and redress the balance the Federal 
culture. And they too were big parliament and the legislatures 
enough to break up the emerging of provinces with significant 
concept of Canada. French-speaking minorities 

[5) Both the French and the 
English of what is now Quebec 
were concerned about minority 
rights under majority rule. The 
genius of Confederation was the 
acceptance of the pluralism these 
concerns implied. The nation of 
Canada was constituted as a dual 
duality-the French-speaking a 
minority in Canada and a 
majority in Quebec, and the 
English-speaking a majority in 
Canada and a minority in 
Quebec. Unity was achieved 
through recognition of duality. 

The duality was to be 
preserved by a division of powers 
between the federal and 
provincial governments that 

moved to supplement the Con
stitution regarding French 
language rights outside of 

_ Quebec. These institutional 
changes plus the advent of a 
political team in the Federal 
parliament that was 
predominantly French Quebec 
influenced did not, however, fully 
redress the dual 
majority /minority equilibrium. 
The nature of the political change 
meant the French were a tem
porarily predominant political 
influence in Canada and a per
manent majority in Quebec. Thus 
the dual/duality was blurred and 
Federal politicians began to 
speak of the natior. being a 
linguistic duality rather than the 
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minority, in Lower Canada the 
Protestants would be in a 
minority . . . . Under such cir
cumstances would anyone 
pretend that either the local or 
general governments would 
sanction any injustice? What 
would be the consequence, even 
supposing any such things were 
attempted by any one of the local 
governments? It would be cen
sured everywhere. Whether it 
came from Upper Canada or 
Lower Canada, any attempt to 
deprive the minority of their 
rights would be at once th
warted." 

Thus at a critical stage in their 
history, when the Quiet 
Revolution has brought French 
and English-speaking Quebecers 
into direct large-scale com
petition for the same things, the 
non-Francophone minority in 
Quebec finds itself more 
vulnerable to coercion and abuse 
by the majority than at any time 
since Confederation because of 
the lack of response at the 
Federal level. 

[7) Despite the delays in their 
emergence, the constitutional 
constraints will have to be 
operative, for they are the 
fountain whence flow the 
tolerance, accommodation and 
freedom that constitute the 
Canada we have known. To 
preserve that heritage a solution 
to the language crisis in Quebec 
will have to be found in a political 
accommodation that recognizes 
language equality in Quebec. We 
do not believe such ac
commodation will be found by 
surgical adherence to the letter of 
the Constitution while grossly 
violating its spirit. 

English / French relation at the 
Federal and Quebec levels. 
Rather it is based on the Belgian 
experience of exclusion and 
diminution of French in Belgium 
over the last forty years. 

Bill 1 adopts a 'Territorial 
Principle' for language-that 
Canada consists of two unilingual 
regio~-one English-speaking, 
comprising the existing nine 
English-speaking provinces, and 
one French-speaking, comprising 
the present-day Province of 
Quebec. This premise is in direct 
contradiction to the solemn 
compact between the English and 
French undertaken at Con
federation. It 1s also in direct 
conflict with the 'personality 
principle' for language 
legislation (equality of English 
and French) adopted by the 
Federal Parliament and those 
provincial legislatures that have 
responded on the basis of good 
neighbourliness to the language 
crisis of Quebec. Moreover, the 
premise of an officially 
unilingual Quebec ignores the 
social and historical reality of 
Quebec-that for two hundred 
years and still today, Quebec 
embraces two distinct linguistic 
and cultural communities. Even 
the Quebec Government's own 
Gendron Commission, in con
sidering the 'territorial principle' 
at the provincial level, 
recognized that the application of 
this principle by the establish
ment of the province of Quebec as 
a unilingual French-speaking 
region would have to except 
Montreal therefrom as a fully 
bilingual special district (The 
Position of the French Language 
in Quebec, p. 69.) 

In fact, as we have already 

shown, there are other sections of 
Quebec which historically at the 
time of Confederation were 
majority English-speaking. Even 
today such areas contain sub
st anti al English-speaking 
minorities whose constitutional 
and inherent rights to cultural 
survival and renewal are 
deliberately suppressed by Bill 1. 
Associations in these areas ar.e 
members of our Federation. We 
are not willing to condone the 
abridgement of their birthright 
and heritage, nor will we cease to 
condemn Bill 1 and its arbitrary 
abuse of provincial autonomy, 
and we regretfully predict that 
unless it is withdrawn or 
radically revised, it will harvest 
bitterness and resentment from 
which in the long run no one in 
Quebec will escape. 

[lo) While Bill l is referred to as 
a Charter for the French 
Language, it is not so. Charters 
are documents setting forth the 
aims and principles for a united 
group, such as nations, i.e., 
Charter of the United Nationals. 
In no instance are charters 
known to deny or curtail rights or 
privileges. Yet BilI 1 does 
precisely that. 

[ 11] Although Quebec Federation 
of Home & School Association is a 
parental organization, it cannot 
limit itself to commenting on 
educational matters in the Bill. 
While Bill 1 is termed a 
'language' bill, it is in fact 
comprehensive legislation which 
seeks to transform Quebec from 
an open to a closed society. The 
civil liberties of individual 
citizens, ALL of its citizens, are 
being sacrificed on the pretense 
of collective need. This 
deplorable lapse from our 
democratic traditions is most 
evident in the proposal that Bill l 
over-ride the Human Rights 
Charter of Quebec. 

[ 12] A basic principle for 
legislation is that it should say 
what it means and mean what it 
says. Bill 1 is imprecise and 
ambiguity abounds. There is a 
notable absence of definitions for 
such terms as: Quebec people, 
Quebecers, Interested Person, 
Appropriate, Satisfactory Know
ledge. 

[13) Bill 1 is discriminatory. It 
does not treat all Quebec 
residents as equal and alike. It 
distinguishes between its French
speaking residents and others, 
thus separating and dividing. 
Instead of building a base upon 
which the majority and minority 
can build together, it sets them 
apart and by its provisions which 
restrict, coerce and suppress the 
minority, sets the compass of the 
Province on a course of 
irreconcilable conflict. 

[14) Quebec Federation of Home 
& School Associations heartily 
supports the basic goal of 
assuring the primacy of French 
language and culture in Quebec, 
although it does not believe that 
legislation such as Bill 1 is 
necessary at this juncture in 
Quebec's historical development. 
We believe it is a convenient 
myth that French language and 
culture are in jeopardy. We say it 
is a myth because this Federation 
itself has been in the vanguard of 
the increasing acceptance of the 
French fact and we have wit
nessed the increasi.pg momentum 
of that fact. We are alarmed that 
this co-operative progress and 
the accommodative evolution it 
entails-should be destroyed by the 
unjust provisions of Bill 1 which 
undermine civil liberties and 



take away human rights of the 
Quebec citizenry. 

[15) No Bill can be sustained on a 
false premise. In the Preamble to 
Bill 1 there , are two false 
premises. First, that the French 
language has always been the 
language of the Quebec people. It 
is undeniable that French has 
always been the language of the 
majority. But to ignore the 
significant presence of the 
English through two hWldred 
years of c~xistence is to deny 
reality and at the same time to 
destroy the basis for un
derstanding. 

The Fathers of Confederation 
had a clearer view of reality. 
They enshrined in Section 133 of 
the British North America Act 
language equality in the Federal 
Parliament and Courts and in the 
legislature of Quebec and all its 
Courts. It is noteworthy that this 
section was made binding at the 
demand of several French
speaking delegates. Over one 
hundred years later the Gendron 
Commission in its report on the 
position of the French language 
in Quebec also shared this view of 
the equality of the two languages 
in Quebec. And even more 
recently, the Supreme Court of 
Canada, in upholding the Federal 
Official Languages Act, makes it 
clear that Section 133 is not part 
of the Constitution of the 
Province and hence is not in
cluded within the provincial 
amending power. Even the 
Federal Parliament is not 
competent to amend Section 133. 
Thus not only is the premise of 
Bill 1 false, but the Government's 
attempt to rewrite history by 
coercive legislation is beyond the 
power of the Province. 

The second false premise of 
Bill 1 relates to Quebec's 
minorities. The Preamble to the 

Bill asserts that it deals fairly 
and openly with the minorities of 
Quebec. But one can search the 
177 sections withoµt finding any 
evidence to support the con
tention. In fact the Bill deals 
unfairly, punitively and per
niciously with the minorities of 
Quebec. To assert otherwise does 
not alter the fact. The Govern
ment, not as a political party but 
as the representative of all the 
people in Quebec, has proposed a 
law which denies the use of the 
El!Slish language in the Courts, 
the Civil Administration, semi
public agencies, in commerce 
and business, in the professions 
and in the field of education, even 
to the extent of requiring English 
language school boards to con
duct their internal ad
ministration in French. As a Bill 
it coerces rather than en
courages, it applies sanctions 
rather than providing incentives. 
To depict such violations of 
constitutional and human rights 
as fair and open dealings strains 
the human virtues of tolerance 
and patience. 

[16) The members of Quebec 
Federation of Home and School 
Associations live in a free 
society. The majority were born 
free, and all of them wish and 
intend to remain free. Freedom 
depends not upon force, but upon 
the rule of law. We insist upon the 
Rule of Law rather than the Rule 
by Men. 

In Bill 1 Quebec Federation of 
Home and School Associations 
perceives a threat to cherished 
freedoms-freedom of ex
pression, freedom of speech and 
freedom of the press. The right of 
communication by means of an 
official language in Canada is an 
essential ingredient of all three 

See PROGRESS, p. 4 

PRESIDENT'S 
--MESSAGE 

This special edition of the NEWS is being 
sent to you in the belief that you may be feeling 
frustrated, angry, shocked, exasperated, fed-up, 
worried and disheartened. It's about time we 
realized the fact that this is a now or never 
situation. Many will find · reasons and excuses 
why they should not, or cannot, commit them
selves to a plan of action, but we can and must 
try. If we do noth Ing then we have only ourselves 
to blame for the consequences and we must 
accept the results of inaction. 

The results will be further erosion of rights 
and denial of liberties by· government legislation. 
If we do something and are unsuccessf••I then at 
least we can say that we tried. If we succeed all 
well and good. We will have fulfilled our man
date to continue working for a high standard of 
education for children of this province and for 
the choice of language of instruction. 

Please read the following articles carefully, 
get informed, commit yourself to act, talk to 
your friends and neighbours. Write to your 
School Board commissioners, MNA's and 
anyone else in education or government. Read on 
to see what you can do, but don't just sit 
there-DO SOME TH I NG. . . 

Enrolments expected to drop alarmingly 
Continued from page 1 

of provincial autonomy to wliich, 
to its discredit, the federal 
government never responded. 

Thousands of families in the 
ethnic group are members of our 
Federation. We are appalled by 
the absence of parity and balance 
in the federal government's 
regard for their rights. When-you 
recommend the other provinces 
move "to a system to provide the 
same opportunity which now 
exists within Quebec and would 
indeed exist after the _passage of 
Bill 1 in its present form," ob
viously you were ignoring the 
rights and dignity of the 6% of the 
population whose parents,_ 
mother tongues were n_either 
French nor English. Neither Bill 
22 nor Bill 1 grant them freedom 
of choice. That is a fact. 

Is the federal government 
advocating that the other 
provinces of Canada legislate the 
equivalent of Quebec's Bill 1 for 
their French-speaking minor
ities~ 

The other matter to wbich we 
strenuously object is your 
statement that the federal 
government recognizes the 
people of Quebec may decide that 
circumstances warrant 
abrogating the rights of 
minorities. The implications of 
such recognition is that a right 
which has existed for over 110 
years for the English minority in 
Quebec < a minority, incidentally, 
which on the basis of 'language 
used in the home' is larger than 
all the French minorities outside 
Quebec) could be abolished by 
the majority community of 
Quebec, and such an act would 
enjoy the understanding and 
sympathy of the federal gover
nment provided the province 
were able to say "that while it 
might in the short-term be 
regrettably necessary to have 
such limitation on language 

freedom , it would not be 
necessary in the longer run .. . " . 
You are quoted by the reporter of 
Le Devoir as having stated the 
short-run for this infringement of 
the basic human rights of 
Canadian citizens is 20-30 years. 
The damage that would be done 
to the minority community in 
Quebec in that interval would be 
irreversible. 

The most optimistic forecast 
for enrolments in the largest 
minority educational unit-the 
Protestant School Board of 
Greater Montreal-is already 
one of precipitate decline. Its 
present level of 47,000 students 
will decline by 1984 to 35,000 
before taking account of the 
effects of Bill 1. 

With Bill 1 in operation, 
however, the PSBGM estimates 
it will lose an additional 14,000 
students by 1984. Thus under 
optimistic conditions the ef
fective enrolments will decline by 
26% without Bill 1 and by 56% 
with Bill 1. Realistically that 
enrolment by 1987 couia easily 
drop a further 50% to between 
8,000 and 11,000 students or down 
to 20% of the existing level of 
effectiveness. In this context the 
federal government's ac
quiescence in and indeed en
couragement of cultural 
aggression in the short-run and 
its stress on freedom of choice for 
the long-run strikes us as 
cynically hypocritical. In the 
long-run the English school 
system will be largely disman
tled, and its collectivity either 
assimilated or expelled by the 
hostility of the environment. 

The basic thrust of the 
government paper is the 
inequality of status of the English 
and French languages. The 
justification for this equality is 
"the underlying duality of 
Canada," a duality which is 
reflected in the mixture of the 

hopes and aspirations of the two 
linguistic partners of Con
federation. Although the partners 
were not nwnerically equal, they 
were recognized as linguistic 
equals. 

According to the authors of the 
paper, Cdnfederation determined 
the conditions in which French 
could exist and grow as a fully
functioning community, and 
these conditions were "insP.ired 
by an unwillingness to permit the 
will of the majority to be imposed 
on the French-Canadian 
minority." What they fail to state 
or imply is that the same con
ditions reflected an equal un
willingness to allow the 
educational and representational 
rights of the English minority in 
Quebec to be abused at the will of 
the provincial French majority. 

The concept of Canada that 
emerged under the federal 
arrangement at th.e time of 
Confederation was not that of a 
linguistic duality as the authors 
of the present statement assert. 
Rather the concept was that of a 
duality-the French minority in 
Canada and a majority in Quebec 
and the English a majority in 
Canada and a minority in 
Quebec. What was to keep the 
dual duality in balance was the 
federal government discharging 
its responsibilities towards both 
minorities. 

It is very revealing that in their 
attempt to rewrite Canadian 
history and substitute linguistic 
duality for dual duality, the 
authors of the present govern
ment statement only partially 
quote · Sir Georges Etienne 
Cartier speaking in the Con
federation Debates. After "it is a 
benefit rather than otherwise 
that we have a diversity of 
races," (p. 32) he, in fact, con
tinued : 

"Of course the difficulty, it 
would be said, would be to 

deal fairly by the minority. In 
upper Canada the Catholics 
would find themselves in a 
minority, in Lower Canada 
the Protestants would be in a 
minority, while the lower 
provinces were divided. 
Under such circumstances 
would anyone pretend that 
either the local or general 
governments would sanction 
any injustice? What would be 
the consequence, even 
supposing any such thing 
were attempted by any one of 
the local governments? It 
would be censured 
everywhere . Whether it 
came from Upper Canada or 
from Lower Canada, any 
attempt to deprive the 
minority of their rights would 
be at once thwarted." 
The nature of the dual duality 

and the mechanism for main
taining it in balance are clear. 
And it is significant that the 
federal document omitted this 
statement-the statement of the 
role of the federal government in 
defending the English-speaking 
minority in Quebec as well as 
minorities outside of Quebec. 

At the time of Confederation 
and even today the linguistic 
profiles of Ontario and Quebec 
differ significantly. In 1871 the 
French-speaking in Ontario were 
a minority of 4%, while the 
English-speaking in Quebec were 
a minority of 24%. Today those 
claiming French as a mother 
tongue in Ontario are a minority 
of 6.3%, and those unilingually 
French constitute 1 % of the 
province's population. In Quebec 
today the non-francophone 
minority-those who may have 
an interest in English-language 
rights-is 19.2%, and 10% of the 
population (almost the equal of 
the total population of Prince 
Edward Island and Newfoun
dland combined) is unilingually 

English. In that context we are 
curious how the authors of the 
government paper reconcile 
Cartier's concept of the federal 
arrangement with their 
statement on page 69: 

The federal government is 
firmly of the view that the 
French language should as 
generally be the language of 
work in the Province of 
Quebec as the English 
language is in the Province of 
Ontario, for instance. 
Moreover, we are curious as to 

how the federal government 
reconciles the above statement 
with that made on page 72 of the 
docwnent: 

What should govern above all 
else is a sense of respect and 
civility towards the minority 
official language and the 
minority official language 
groups in each province. 
Measures should be adopted, 
consistent with the particular 
circumstances of each 
province, that would enable 
those groups to participate to 
the fullest extent possible in 
the life of the province and 
Canada in their own -
language. 
Either the Federal government 

believes iJ> the principle of a 
flourishing and self-renewing 
minority in Quebec, in which 
instance Quebec should not be 
effectively Wlilingually French; 
or it believes the rights of the 10% 
unilingually English in Quebec 
should be abused and public 
exp_ression of their identity 
prohibited. The time is shortly 
approaching when the federal 
government can no longer 
profess the equality of both of
ficial languages, while at the 
same time covertly aiding and 
abetting the diminution, erosion 
and prohibition of the English 
language in Quebec. 

,r 



Progress undermined by laws 
achieved in the past, decade. It 
will develop a majority under
privileged uni1ingual bloc
French-speaking only- with a 
small elitist leadership which is 
bilingual. 

Continued from page 3 
fundamental freedoms that 
emanate from the great Charter 
of the Magna Carta of 1215, the 
British North America Act of 1867 
and the Bill of Rights of Canada 
of 1960. Any legislation which 
tends to abrogate, suppress and 
restrict or deny altogether such 
freedoms is an infringement of 
the rights which are guaranteed 
under our laws. By so doing, Bill 1 
is a flagrant violation of the Rule 
ofLaw. · 

the rights of their children," is 
acknowledged by the Quebec 
Superior Council of Education, in 
the Preamble of the Superior 
Council of Education Act. This 
concept of parental choice is so 
recognized amongst civilized 
nations that it is found enshrined 
in the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights of the United 
Nations, adopted by the General 
Assembly in 1966, approved by 
the Federal-Provincial Con
ference on Human Rights in 
December 1975, and acceded to 
by the Government of Canada on 
May 19, 1976. It declares: 

Moreover, it diminishes the 
prospect for cultural survival and ~ 

Massive 
Muzzling of 
Minorities 

[17] That Bill 1 violates human 
freedoms is implicitly acknow
ledged by its Se~tion 172. 
This provision exempts the Bill 
from the requirements of Section 
52 of Quebec's own Charter of 
Human Rights and Freedoms. In 
effect, Section 9 to 38 of the 
Human Rights Charter are no 
longer applicable to the citizens 
of Quebec. Article 10 of that 
Charter gives every person a 
right to full and equal recognition 
and exercise of his human rights 
and freedoms, without distinc
tion, exclusion or preference, 
based on race, colo\B', sex; civil 
status, religion, political con
viction, language, ethnic or 
national •origin, or social con
dition. 
[18) Freedom of parental choice 
of schools in Quebec has a history 
which precedes Confederation. 
The rights of parental choice 
derive from the Act of Union of 
1840 and were protected in the 
1861 Consolidated statutes of 
Lower Canada and later en
shrined in the British North 
America Act. The concept that 
parents should have the right to 
choose the institutions "which 
according to their convictions, 
ensure the greatest respect for 

"Parents have a prior right 
to choose the kind of 
education that shall be given 
to their children." 

Prior right is intended to mean 
prior to the state. 

[19) In conclusion, Quebec 
Federation of Home & School 
Associations believes Bill 1 will 
undermine the positive progress 
the French language has 

, renewal of the English-speaking 
minority which has for the past 
two hundred years been a 
significant part of, and made a 
significant contribution to, the 
Province of Quebec. It, in fact, 
erodes minority rights and in so 
doing ensures the gradual demise 
and destruction of the English 
presence in Quebec. 

If a language bill is necessary 
in Quebec such legislation should 
protect both the French and 
English language communities. 
A language bill that does not 
recognize this fundamental 
principle can only work to Uie 
detriment of all Quebecers. Bill 1 
in our opinion is unacceptable to 
all, as it is unacceptable to the 
Quebec Federation of Home and 
School Associations. 

Alternatives . • • 
Continued from page 1 

decline by 1984 will be to 21,000 
students, or a decline of 56%. 
Realistically extending this 
decline to 1987 the student 
enrollment could drop· a further 
50% or more to between 8,000 and 
11,000 students, or down to 20% of 
our present strength. To make 
these figures meaningful to you 
in your school area call your 
Board office, find out what your 
enrollment is now, estimate that 
by 1987 it will be somewhere 
between one fifth and one quarter 

of what it is now! 
In terms of other practicalities, 

outside Montreal all the smaller 
local schools will have to be 
closed and tiny children will be 
bussed many more miles if they 
are to attend English schools. 
Many English parents will 
relinquish their right and send 
their children to the local French 
school rather then put up with 
their children having to endure 
being bussed absurd distances 
daily! 

We are not crying wolf! 

Home · & School 

and 

THE 
MOVE'' 

~1N ACTION'' 
July 25 

Q.A.P .S.B. was extremely disappointed that the 
Minister of State for Cultural Development 
decided that it would not be necessary to hear the 
brief which had been prepared by the 
Association. It was Inexcusable that the 
Association made up, as it Is, of elected 
representatives-elected by the parents of 
Protestant school children and others-should 
have received such treatment. 

The Association had attempted in Its brief to 
point out that all human rights and freedoms 
would suffer If Bill 1 was allowed to stand in Its 
present form, and that our system of education 
had existed since 1841 and certain rights were 
guaranteed In 1867 which could not be dismissed 
in the manner proposed by Mr. Laurin. 

More particularly and because the Minister 
had requested statistical data, Q.A.P .S.B. had 
obtained statistics which Indicated that by 
placing restrictions on entrance to our schools, 
Mr. Laurin and his government were sounding 
the death knell for our system of education. For 
reasons which are unknown, he refused to give 
Q.A.P.S.B. a hearing and has, as a result, In
sulted not only the school boards who are 
members of the Association, but also and most 
important the electors who elected them. 

Now what are the alternatives 
if the Parti Que~is pursues its 
dastardly policy to extinguish our 
rights and liberties? 

[I] Appealing to the f~eral 
parliament and courts. 

These must continue, though 
costly and time~onsuming. The 
appeals against Bill 22 may seem 

· to have been in vain, but the 
procedure is constitutional. You 
can write to your MNA and to 
your MP-a flood of demands to 
the politically sensitive does have 
an effect. You can support by 
your voice and by your con
tributions organizations which 
are still fighting Bill 22 and will 
continue to fight any other unjust 
laws which may be created. 

[2] We must also consider other 
alternatives to meet the needs 
and appropriate aspirations of 
minorities and minority areas in 
the province of Quebec. 

Historically, at various times 
in the history of AnglerQuebecers 
before Confederation various 
schemes for annexation to 
Ontario or to the United States, 
and proposals for another 
province were advocated. 
Confederation significantly 

altered the circumstances that 
gave rise to such proposals. Bill 1 
,and its corollary Bill 101, by 
altering the solemn agreement of 
Confederation regarding the 
minority in Quebec, may again 
give rise to the necessity for the 
minority to consider alternatives. 

The history of language 
legislation in Quebec has been 
one of introducing the bills and 
hear,ngs in the summer, when 
thoughts are focused on 
vacations and opposition is 
dispersed for summer activities. 

Your Board of Directors and 
executive committee in carrying 
out the mandate given them at 
the AGM to oppose Bill 1 and any 
subsequent regulations which are 
contrary to QFHSA policies, has 
had to act in such circumstances 
without direct affirmation from 
its membership. We need not only 
financial support but, above all, 
your moral support and en
dorsement. It is your rights and 
the heritage of your children that 
we are defending. 

Please, take a minute to fill out 
and return the following tear-off. 

Your Executive knows that it 
has your unwavering support to 

~ chieve and secure the rights and 
liberties to which all Quebecers 
aspire. 

1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 

1) We support your efforts to a5hieve and secure 
our rights and liberties. □ Yes □ No 

2) We support a continued search for alter
natives to accommodate the needs and 
aspirations of minorities In Quebec. □ Yes □ No 

Name: ........... . .... . ........ . ... . .......... . 

Address .... . ...... . .......................... . 

. .. . ... . ... . ....... . . . .... Post a I Code ......... . 

Name of Local Home& School Association: 
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