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: T e Dans les annéres 1060 des proposées de réforme scolaire des :
Pl N L. ¢ ot
L L corrmfssions scolaires de -Montyéal - devatent se rétirer A cause de
. 1 opposftfon sqr la Tangue et le réHgion._ Des lois'en 1972
- . accommodaient entre temps ]a'i'éforme fiscale et administrative

e des comis.gidns scoladres de 1'Ne de Montréa] et ne faisa‘lent
\f ) ‘_ pas de recomnendation pour la so]ut'lon ﬁna]e sur d'autre SuJet,
| : , . dinsi faverisant le Status quo de 1977. T
o , En pm—m-s l‘ois soustenaient les commissions sco~1a1res des

e T langt}es ma.is ces lois étamt considerées plus tard d'étre ultga

" | 4irés. - Des'Tols passées en 1985 étafert modifices en 1986, |
- . R o 'mssant en éffet 'Ia‘ questfon de réforme come eHe était en

T U7 A '
B ’ ,, \ " On constate gue Tes attenats’ ~pour Ia réforme des .commissions
scola'lres suf 1'11le de Montréa'l du milieu des années 1960. .

A - 3. } ~
oo Lo © e Jusqu' ‘au présent (1986) échoués ‘en partie, a cause d'une manque
SN d un. climat de confiance pour pr?ouvoir 1a dialogue sur- Ies .
o, modiffcations constitutwnnel'{es a ﬂn de réaliser. les
S aspfrations Hnguisti ques 'et réHg'ieuses des .groupes. diverses de
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: . In the 1950 S» proposals for sch001 _board’ reform on the > -
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- . ) ' 'Island of Montrea'l had to be. w'lthdrawn because of opposition over\ SR .
ST - language ‘and rel1gion, Legis‘latfon 1n 1972 provtded for: 1nter1m ‘
A fiscal and administrative school board reform on the Islandgnd , T .
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“includmg 1anguage and religion, to a Jocal body, wh'u:h in 1977,,L t

. . o . A
. R (eported in favour of the status gu . Ine 1984 legis‘lation e
AL Yy provided for language boards, but i)t-was 1ater found mtra vires. e
xLegisIatioh passed in 1985 was amended n 1986 1n‘eﬁfect ]eaving‘ t IR
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Associatfon des parents cathp]fques du Québec

<Bri tish North America Act = c%federation (1867)
Qonuuiesion des éco1es~catholiques “du Montréa’l (MC{SQ)
ColTeges,d'Enseignement. G&iéral et ProfessionneT |
Centrale de T'Ensedgnement du Québec.
Confederatjon of National Trade Unions
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Conseﬂ Sco!a'lre de 1'lle de Montréa]

Confédératfofes Syndicats Natidnaux. .
Fédération des commissions scolaires cathouques du Québiec

Front de Libération du Québec
. Ligue pour l'Intégration Sculaire

a

Montreal CathoHc Schooi Cammf'ssion {CECM)
'Mo_uvement pour 1u_ démOCratisat1on ‘scolaire
fﬁuistere‘ de'( 1‘4E‘dueat15u du Québec’ ( 1
MeUVeg\ent’laijque de ‘1a<1aneue francaiseé .
Mouvement scomre confessionnel o

-

Montreal Teachers Assoctatwn (Protestant)
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Provincial Association of Catho11 Teachers

Provincial Assoc'iation of Protestan Teachers
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Qd’ebec Associ atwn of Protestant Schoo BMrds
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. ISLAND SCHOOL COUNCIL The School Councﬂ of the Island of Montrea'l

‘ ‘OPERATION 5§’ up'lan 'fn _the. 1960's to provide fifty—five secondary -
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CoL A Deﬁnmons : O

COLLECTIV,ITY The Frencn-speaking popu]atioh born in Quebem } T

"~ COMMON SCHOOL BOARD/ COMMISSION (Catholic or Protestant; * open ‘to ah
. pup 5 ot er ‘than those be onging to a Dissentient School Board

COUNCIL OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION (1856) In 1869 divided into comittees,
C&tﬁoﬁc and Frotestant, '1875-1964 the main school authority

DISSENTIENT SGHOOL BOARD -Open only to children belonging to the
mfnorTty relig¥on Tn a district, CathoHc or Protestant.

ENGLISH CATHOLIC SCHOOL POPULATION Angto- Irish ® per cent Italien,

INTEGRA]’ED SCHOOL BOARD Catholic or Protestant, admin‘lstering both
\ eleme,ntary and secondary schools )

LAY SCHOOL MOVEMENT For nonaccnfessfonal (neutra—l) school boards

LINGUISTIC SCHOOL BOARD Langque-based, French or Enghsh speaking

Lmeuxs‘nc NATIONALISM® Since the 1950 s demands priority, if not -
exclusive, ,statu's‘kaor the French language 1n pubHc institutions. .

num.couressmuAL SCHOOL/ BOARD Instruction 1n different religins. L

CathpTic regional school districts in Quebec.

'PARENTS' COMMITTEE Composed of all the chairmen of School. Comittees o

in"a ‘school district to advise the school board

PLURALIST SCHOOL/ BOARD 0pt10na'l 1nstruct10n in reTigion

PROT STANT! SCHOOL - POPULATION English and French~speak1ng, »Jews. .
reek Orthodox and other hon-Protestants form 40 50 per cent. R

RELIGIOU§ NATIONALISM “Traditional- that Quebec be French-speaking and )
athol: c;: the rotestant minority ta have its own institutions. »

'SCHbOL COMHITTEE . Elected parents, teachers to. advise on the schoql - o

' STATU SEUg The confessiona] orgamzation of school boards 1n QUebec. L
athoTic or Protestant. nder the BNA ACT (1867). , o

SUPERIOR COUNCIL OF EDUCATION Set up in 1964 to advise the Minister'
-Education 'on" any-matter which he refers to 11;. Consists of two
Comittees. CathoHc and Protestant 5 - Sl s

ol L

UNIFIED SCHOOL BOARD To administer French and Engiish-«speaking,
confessional and non-confessional pub'lic schools 1n a district

R o N , Do e
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This thesis examines the extent to which the 'ianguage problem

in Quebec affected successive attempts at school board reform on

the Island of Montreal. ‘ -

<&
. *

Background to the problem

In the 1840's, public school boards in Montreal ‘and Quebec,

- City were established both common and confessional. They\we*re -

!

'Open to all school- age children within their territdries byt were

divided on confessiona1 or denominationa] lines, catholic and

"'Protestant. with respect to school board membership At

- Confederation, under the British North America Act (BNA, 1867)..

Section 93, education was designated the responsibility ‘of the

provinces, with the proyision that no iegislature may pass iaws

preJudiciai to the r-ights to denominational schooiing enjo,yed by -

any class.of persons in the proVince in- 18&7 (Appendix A)
In 1966, a royai commission on education recomended that

schooi boards on the Isiand of Montreal be~refonned on unified

- 1lines and that the pre- -Confederation boards in Montreal ‘and

Quebec City be aboiished Bi'il 62 (1969) proposed unified boards

on the Island of Montreal but had to be wit drawn because of

14

. Prjotestant and Catholic Opposition to~non~confessionai school

.boards . . The Parti Québécois. contriv‘_ed to bTock 1ts _suoéessor.




B111 28 (1970), until school board refom”inclddgd a language i
" policy. Bi11 71 (1972) reduced the forty-two school boards on
the Island to six Catholic and two Protestant boards with a
seventeen-member Island School Council, whicli according to the
bﬂl. was to submit -to cabinet a plan for the f1na'| reform. IIn

a

_ Februar*y 1977, the Island School Council voted 1n favour of a

-

_ modified tatus quo to provide for Protestant and Catholic schodl
bodrds on the I'sl,an,d of Montreal plus a French-language
non- confessional sectér within the Catholic school system.

The Parti_Qiébécois chose to 1gnore the recommendations of

o 'the.xslgnmchom Council (1977). Ih 1977, Bi11 101 restricted
N ’, © access to Engl1ish schdoT’?ﬁ'gj(App‘endix B).  Notwithstanding, the
- o Canada Act (1982) gives all Cinadi_a_n citizens the rfight: to have-
\their chﬂdf'en educated in the minor%ty language of theirl choice, s
\:\"";\' ' " French or EngHsh, where numbers ‘S0 warrant (Appendix C). o :

Bi11 3 (1984) reated nine Ethsh and -120 French language

R I _Vbo’ar‘ds ‘in the proyince. The constitutfonality of the bill came

R - | into quésti‘on. ar;. éﬂ] 29 (1985) wa; an at-tempt to correct this.",
: ‘ The new law was anglended 1n June 1986. 1eaving the question of

" » S | - scthl board’ reformi the way 1t was under BH] 71 (1972) o ‘ "'
S L - o ,_By June 1986, it had become general]y acqepted that furihér" SRR
e ) | ,attemptscat school board reform on the Is‘land of Montrea'l must
- ‘Follow. the constitutiomu route to secure constitutiona]
protect'lon for Ianguage based bofrds, as wen as, or instead of ,

confessional boards on the Island of Mantrea] (Appendix D) e

l '
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L1m1tat1ons of the stud,y

[
N
: t

The thesis deals with the language question 1n relation to
school board reform on the Island of JAontreal and doe{Js not deal

with the matter of reform as _such, nor with confessionality.

Research methpdofa_—qy

Literature review and research includes: books and journals
to provide a general background; gomrnmént\documents, bills, -
reports, minutes, newspapers, occasional papers, theses, and
intgrviews. In addition to primary sources, the press is covered

from 1960~-1986 in order to guide the.research from the

- A

“persp;:t'we of ‘the‘ pubH c on the language problem in relation to . ,

LY

school board reform, Coverage is similar and adequate in both
the French and the EngHsh press, s

L]

‘Presentatlton of ffndinL : ‘ , . : o |

1 chapter Orie traces the early attempts at. school board reform
.2 Chapter Two puts the creform attempts into perspective by

3 Chapter Three deals with the recomendations of the Island
4 J_(‘Thgpt_er Four deals ‘with the’ ‘attempts of the pParti Québéfoi i

: _ at'school board reform on the Island of r[orltraai.; '

- :5~‘:'(_;napte—n Five pr‘esAénts analyses and qoni?uﬂqﬁs. S

on the Island of qutreaﬂ, begimﬁng with the garly 2960° s,
examining the history of ‘lgnguage p)anniﬂg in Quebec.,

Scm)ol Councﬂ to the Minister of Education in 1977, N
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Chapter One

THE _QUESTION OF REFORM

Liberal Reforms

Language and confessionality played a key role in educational
reform in the provincg of Quebec in the 1960's. Bill 60 (1964)
introduced a Ministry of Education in the face of both French qnd
EngHsh-speakir;g Catholic anxieties for confessional guarantees
and English Protestant fears of the consequences to their
language and culture in the loss of their trdditional educational

autonomy. 1
« In the fall of 1952, the Montreal Chamber of Commerce had

" called on Premier Duplessis for a government inquiry on the

distribution of taxes between the various levels of government,
federal, provincial and municipal, incTuding school boards. 'Fhig
following yeja:r, the government set up a ﬁoyal Commission of
Inquiry or; ,(;onsti tutional Problems under Judge Thomas Tremblay,
mandated \to present a complete inventory of the social,
po]iticél, demographic, and economic state of Quebec, ipcfifding a
report on education at all levels.2 Of the 240 briefs submi tted
to the Tremblay Comnisgian (1956), 140 concerned the need for
educational reform.3 Evidently, a major dilemma was how to
preserve the traditional role of the Church in education while

permitting state intervention.4




- —

Paul Gérin-Lajoie, as legal advisor to.various educational
institutions, influenced many of the briefs submitted to the
Tremblay Commission, and, in 1960, on becoming Youth Minister
with responsibility for education and with financial

responsibility for the Department of Public Instruction in the

‘new Liberal administration, he co-opted Arthur Tremblay as

special assistant for education. Subsequently, Arthur Tremblay, -
a research assistant with the Tremblay Commission, was to
recommend a Royal Commi;sion of Inquiry on Education.S Both Paul
Gérin-Lajoje and Arthur Tremblay advocated state intervention in
education, especially in finance.6

In May 1961, bills making revolutionary changes in education

were given first reading in the legislature. Termed the ggna

.Carta of education in Quebec, the new amendments to the Education

Act were aimed at reorganizing rural and urban educatjon, while
all educational disbursements were transferred from the
Superintendent of Public Instruction to the Minister of Youth./

o

The Union Nat1ona1e clamoured for a referendum on the Liberal

reforms, alleging that the measures before the House were a
deliberate assault on the.cenfessional system guaranfeed to

Catholics and Protestants in Quebec under the British North

12

America Act (1867). " Daniel Johnson, Union Nationale, noted that’ \

the powers of the Superintendent of Public. Instruction were
radically altered in favour ‘of the Youth Minister, a departure

from a principle held fundamenta1 1n Quebac for over a hundred



years: the separation of politics and education.§ Johnson also
accused Premier Lesage of laying the groundwork for the eyentual
state1con£nui of the school system and of giving %n to linguistic
nationalists, eveni cabinet ministers, in the avant-garde wing of
the Liberal Party.? Premier Lesage, to avgid conteqtion over
language and confessionality, argued that the Quiet Revolution
had broken Quebec loose from centuries of clerical paternalism
and that the,éime had come for a more active role of the state in
education.10 Further, he promised those who déﬁanded the option
of _non-confessional schooling, especially in pluralist

metropplitan areas such as the Island of Montreal, the same

measure of justice due to the rest of the electorate.ll

-
The Parent Comm1ssion . -
- In February 1961, Gerin—LaJoie 1ntroduced -a b111 estab11sh1ng
a Royal Commission of Inquiry on Educat1on, under the T R N

Chairmanship of Mgr Alphonse- Marie Parent Vlce—Rector of Laval

University'with the task of proposing a plan ﬁhat would inspire

-

provincial educational policy, with' regard to‘bkégﬁiiation and

finanéb, for the next twenty yeéis.r7
-As soon as the Parent Commission began publlc hearings in
Montreal in November 1961, English Protestants remonstrated over
their Ioss of educatigna] autonomy under Gérin-Lajoie's Magna
:ngjgi ‘;n:a'brief #abmftted‘io fhe Commission, the Protestant

- . Committee of the Council of Public Instruction expressed_grave




instruction be only in the French language at the secondary

H , . S o

e

concern that the distribution of educational funds had been
transferred from the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the
Department of Youth. The brief further argued that this loss of -

financial control was unconstitutional and would, sooner or

-later, have serious consequences for English-language schooling

in Quebec and, in particular, on the Island of Montreai.l3

In ﬁecemberl;962, English Catholics called for an English
Catholic Connﬁffgc in the Council of Public Instruction. The '
same brief noted that the Catholic Committee of the Council.of
Publsc Instruction was, by virtue of numbers alone, French and
that, likewise, the Protestant Ccmmfttee was English. They.noted
that the Protestant Committee. of thgypouncil of Public -

Instruction numbered tweﬁty-two for 100,000 Protestant scth1

children, while English Catholits on the Catholic Committee of -

the Council -numbered only two for 50,000. ‘They claimed that

. English Catholics in Quebec were voiceless withgn the French

Catholic schoo] system and that the pre occupattons of the larger .

French 1anguage system invariably praved prejudicia! to their

Iinguistic and cultural 1nterests.14 -

“

The, Société Safnt Jean-Baptiste de Montréa1 (SSJBM), in a

'brief to the Paren/)%ommission in June 1962. contrasted the -

English minority in Quebec to French communities in other .
Canadian provirnces, and they recommended thatnbildngual

instruction be given in all Ené]ish elementary schools but that .

N

~
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leve“] The,y also asked that cabinet de’irelop a French-hnguage v
po]icy for the prov‘!nce,15 k

SUppOrters of the Movement for Neutral Sch0015 asked for ; -
non»confessional school boards, divided on the- basis of - )
Ianguage.16 Although 1t was openly admi tt)ed that the’ir school«
system was confessional in name‘on’ly, Protestants were vigilant
1est ]eg‘lslation providing for a language-based non- conf‘ess1ona1
school system compromise 11ngu1’stic privileges and cultural ’
advantages presumed secured for the Enghsh-—speakmg comniunity in
Quebec under the confessional guarantees m‘" the BNA Act. i
Neutral schools wefe quite unacceptable to the Catho]ics who, for
the most part, held’ that teachers must work withm a professmna]
framework consistent with their conf‘essfonal comnments.l? N I

. Jevgs and Unitar’ians had, since 1840. advdcated neutral /. : -

ya ‘ schoo1ihg on the Island of Montreal. and they were strongiy

. comitted to ‘the concept, but only withm the ex1 sting s - .

,/confess1onal struotures. for the sal;e of the minor‘xty cu'ltura'l S e, ‘
- . safeguards which they assumed were 1mplic1t in the BNA Act.19 '
o La Fédér“ation des Ligues du Sacré Coeur, approved of ‘heutral ' T

’ "\” - ) “ schools-on the’ pr1nc1ple of fairness to «all. but. ,condemned the
S o (, ( concept as “tantamount to open'ing the ‘doar to atheism. They
g / 'lnsfsted that the French CathoHc demand for non confessional or -
_‘ . ’ - neutral schooling represented a smaH but well organized e‘lement )
: SN :\,, who should have their own’ schoo]s where numbers warranted They"

, .A B , - held that the Protestant sch001 system was, 1n practice, neutral - ,




gt

, :schooling anq asked that non -Catholics and non- Protestants be . . o

represented on :the Council-of PubTic Instruction. 21

,} proper French and that they were grave]y deficient in their . - o 1

11(1875) was primarily designed to preserve the confessional school ' ;‘“é-_:;

. -’system. He held the Protestant system was, in practice, g \,3: : B -

:in Montreal, eveh thfrd and ﬁourth-generation non- Protestant and

\boards which uould admlnister French and English -languadge - ‘7) y

,’v

and, as SUCh was ‘readily amenable to English-Speakjng groups uf:f'<',"

f 'seek1ng non—confessional schooling. 30 The Federation of

:Classical Colleges, although entirely made up of clergy, defended

the rights of French’ Catholac parents to non- -confessional . - ; .

A brief submitted by the French~5peaking Montreal Assoclatlon,‘ 4
of Un1vers1ty Educated Women called for non-confess1onal - R S :
school1ng and also urged 1mprovements in the French language . ‘ o A
curr1culum of the French-language school system They po1nted |

out that elementary scho81 puplls ln Montreal did ‘not speak

grasp of the French culture They urged that Lat1n 1mmigrant

children be d1rected to the French school syStem and»that the

'Engllsh Catholic schools on the Island of Montreal no longer

) serve to angl1crze both 1mm1grantsaand French Canadians 2z .

Montreal lawyer. Paul Lacoste. claimed that the Educatjon Actf ;

- \\‘N

non-confessional, but pointed out that there were ethnic groups S ._{

—

non-Catholfc Canadians who were not recognizeﬂ in the school

'legislat1on of the province. Lacoste argued for unlfied school t

Catholic -and non- confesslonal schools.23 ,
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By January 1963, ‘one thing was clear' “there was no

meeting of minds in the province of’ Quebec on the subJect of

\

educational reform. For Catholics, French and English-Speaking,

the school had a confessional role, whi le the Protestant approach,
was pragmatic, secular, and utilitarian, leaving the church and
the home to look after matters of creed 1t seemed unlikely that
the vast maJority of . Catholics would e\}er agree to abolishing
that cornerStone of their faitn, the confessional school system

At the same time, as pr’eviously noted, officwals of the . "t

Protestant School Board of Greater Montreal (PSBGM) warned that K

unless Protestant school “boards in Quebec preserved at ,leas't a -

‘ »token .confessional character. they might ‘one day compromise the ‘

linguistic and cultural saf’eguards presumed secured for ‘the
English speaking minority in the prov1nce under the prov1$ions of
the British North Americg Act: 24 AU % , Y
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The Parent Comission, however, could not ignore the need for A

a ministry of -education in’ the province and “in April 1963,

reconmended accordingly 25 premier Lesage had publicly vowed his

administration would never create a ,Ministry of Education and
Cabinet was deepl,y divided on ‘the issue. as was indeed the whole
A}

province.z6 The support of the Church was vital, and, the .

previous October, Premier Lesage had the matter referred to Rome.

. l’he,bishops had to be re-assured'that the‘confessional system .

“p ¢
v, >

3
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; Bi11 60, the tommittees broad powers were tq'be replaced With

¥
ks

’\‘, would not be eroded 27& Protestants were not enthusiastic either,

L since the Education Act‘(1875) abolishing the Ministry of . Public

: Instruction established a Department of Public Instruction based
on two semieautonomous confessional committees and. in effect.
formally acknowledged the bi- religious and bi- cultural basis of
education in-the province, thus virtually giving the Protestants

N carte blanche in-their own affairs. 28 , S ‘E

b

Protestants feared’ that Bill 60, presented in June 1963,
s NOuld leave them in a weak position. Previously, the: Department

of Education was under a Superintendent assisted by two,deputy

I
T

heads. the Superintendent being obliged to comply with the two ‘

s confessional cbmmittees of. the CounCil of" Public Instrnction .

v o~
=% 7

f Questions exc1u51vply affecting the*interests of Catholics or ? _

K e
i ’ ! - «

r 4
'

* Protestants were. decided by the apprOpriate confessional
SO committee (1875 Act 39 Victoria, Chapter 157 Section 23) Under
& aythority to make regulations respedting religious and moral ’
instruction,*subaect to the approval of the Lieutenant GoVernor
in Council Bill 60 was also to abolish the position of 7

o

Superintendent of Public Instruction, establishua Ministry of

Education and abandon the title of Director of Protestant J

T Education. The minister would be assisted‘by a deputy minister

S \»and two associate deputy ndnisters. Catholic and Protestant. wdth

responsibility for the respective confessional c0mmittees oﬁ the

'

¥

f L new-Superior Council of Education 29 . T . N if_

v
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In July 1963. the Quebet Association of . Protestant,Schooi

Administrators (QAPSA) came 0ut strongly against cabinet s haste ,

over Bi11 60 A te]egram to Premier Lesage ‘asked that

Protestants retain contro] over curricuiﬂm, construction

© /

programsl examinations, and teacher-training They,reiterated
the warning that Bill 60 compromised guarantees/presumed secured
for the Engiish-speaking community under the BNA Act (1867), d

" path they con;idered unsafe . to foi]ow in Quebec at that tiﬁe

~ AN

-
*

1he admission has been made by our, representative
on the Commission, that aithough under the prdposed

‘ educational re-organization, we' shai] Tose our. autonomy,

AN -

LT neyertheless, given goodwi]i and understanding, the

future ‘of Protestantfeducation\wi]l not be JeopardiZed

Al

’_Wf" This may be true under the present government but the

surging tide of nationalism and separatism in ‘the

7

provinCe may destroy this good wi]], leaving Protesﬁgnts
atethe mercy of: an unsympathetic majority 300 . oy

y T~ R - t
Lo - , s
‘- ¢ j{

. The Protestant Commitiee of the COuncii of Public -

InstrUCtion warned that 1t was one thing to adVOcate a ministry

v

rosponsible for administration and finance but that 4t was quite &‘

. another matter to put the minister in charge of curriculum, the

,a foundation of language and culture; and to reduce the. Council of

PUblic Instruction ‘to a multiplicity of advisory committees.31

he i’ . . ¢
'
N

W

A

Y

ra



Bi11 66. became lay in Febnuary 1969 e

" but it included a ﬁreamble inSpired by the Quebec Co¥ncil of
‘ Bishops in line with Vatican II on the tights and pricéﬂeges of .

Former Superior Court Chief dustice Professor N B. Scott ‘

| a]leged that the unified Superior Counci] of Education would be .
. in ¢harge. of curriculum in Protestant and Catholic elementary

‘ \scnools and would be prejudicial to Protestant cultural interestsﬂ

P
and would. in his Opinion, ‘be ultra vires in terms of the’ BNA

’Act 32 The Federation of Classical Colleges, on behaif of French

Catholic .confessional 1ntere$ts, §gunded ‘the same note on the

_ Same ciarion.33 Others held that the 1inguistic né@ionalists saw

in the ministry of education an ind15pensabie means to realize E

. AU B . - *
their. cu]turai objectives.34 T 2' e

. In Ju]y 1963, the Lesage cabinet chose to postpone Bi]l 60

) unti1 the fal]. and Gérin Lajoie undertook.a circﬁit of the

|

prowince. eohoing the iabour»unions appeais\for a Quebec at home
in techno]ogy; business, and‘the profess1ons, tiolding a promiSe -
for the French ianguage and cu]tUre and a ‘sure place for

French Canadians on contxnentai Horth America In October 1963§

_he 1aunched his book Pourquoi ie bi]l 60 out]ining ideas hé

f\developed on hlS tour,. and, after he satisfied‘Cardinal ‘Léger ih

the matter of,eonfessionai guarantees, the battle was over. 35

ES

- The revwsed text of Bill 60 retained most of the original.

r

parents in the educatipn of their children. that parents haye:

the right to choose the institutions, which, according to their .

»
£s
=

'
Gy



convfctions ensure the greatest respect fbr the rtghts of their
ch11dren, that persons-and groups are entitled to establfsh
autonomous educattonal 1nst1tut1ons, and- ;subject to the common
welfare, to\avaif\yhémse]ves of the adminlstrative and financiai ..
. medns. necessary for the pursuﬁt of those engs (R §. 1964 c. 233 S
f.tEducation Act). . .

' In~adopt1ng the suggestions of the bishops, cabinet Teft

the door open for the establishMent of non-confessfonal pub]ic g

':schools by leaving it up to individual institutions to apply to
the appropriate Committée of the new Superior Counc?l of

: ; JEducation for confess?ona] recognition, Jean-daches‘Bertfagg:\;;‘ o

Union Nationa]e. moved-that the bishops reambTe be included in - e

R the artic]es dea]ing with ‘the powers of the.ministerl but Premier ‘

'Lesage objected that this mtght grant legal standing to. groups

which~desired to set up language-based non- confess1ona1 pub]ic oL
\ " Y

f'school boards whi?e the province Was\not ready fOr such a 'school

"fsystem.351 Union Nationale Oppositfon Leader Baniel Johnson, in

' ;supporting Bertrand s motion. said that parents in favour of “

e

‘ nOn-confessional schoo]ing. especially on the Is1and of MontreaI RN

‘ :should have the ‘same Tegal protection as Catholics and e \\_‘;\,,ai

1"=’Protestants. and that this was what the bishops had in mtnd 37

,‘H1chel Giroux. Secretary of the Parent Commfssion, later noted
e that if the spirit of the Parent Report (1964)\had been followed

ST 'there wou]d hav¢ been no division along reItgious lines. but that :\ N

: R ‘Lesage had to appease Protestant anxieties.33

- Av




o “\_"jﬁe}*ation 55' i o ~ _
o o : 'Operation 55" was derived from'a~federal-ptovincialuformuia '
o 1n‘1964‘ designed .to deveiop technical educatioo at the, regfonal
1eve1 throughout ‘Canada and, fn Quebec, secondary education in
o . the frencqypgtholic sector. To come under the project, Quebec
: had to reorganize the province into fiftwa(ve secondary regional
" school districts for Catholics ard nine for Protestants Ey the -
end of 1967. French Catholics accepted school regionaljzatton
B , more readiTy than qio the gngiish Catho]ics, for whom regional
- boards posed a cultural ‘threat. - In fact, one reason for the B )
En§1ish'Catholic domaod'?or-autonomx was proteqtion against the S
. /‘, N ,: notiooalism\of‘the'?rgnch-Cathotics, witq_whom theyvshgred a ; r ' ‘\l
L s commony religion but not . common cuﬂturé‘ . ‘
Tﬁr\\\\ﬁf‘\;\;;\\\\;:;\\Common to all groups was the fear that regionalization would ”‘/
: “\‘,bringﬂmajor changes with far reaching implications for
traditional family values.39 Significantly, a map proposing’ . . ' * -
‘regional schoolNboard}boundérieé\was draftéo.by the Deportmeﬁt of o
- " ' ~\EducQt16n in 1963, based\mereiy on geooraphicol rather'than on
v Zsociologica1 factors.4° With the completfon of ‘Operofion 118 1n
; ST ?Ai": _,‘-Jaooory 4965, attentios focused.on schoo] board reform on- the o ? o \T‘G
‘ IsTand of Montreal. 41 : ) R L |
. Neither the Montreal Catho]ic School Commiission (MCSC) nor. . L ‘:,; o
TR \the‘PSBGM were origina]]y part of 'Operation 55', but they were ‘ |
,:~,~"— . * {ncluded 1n the seven regional planning committees established b k.l - ‘{/

0 N - under the project for the Island of Montrei] in ﬂm.rembei¥ 19641,



,'_An Advisory Metropo]itan Planning Committee, consisting of -
delegates from each committee, was set up ‘under André Gagnon,
MCSC Chairmon,.to present a g]oba] inventory of focilities,,
‘ eqﬂ1pment.‘demograoh1c trends; programs and resouroes, and to
- make recommendations consoﬁant with critdria set oot'unQer |
‘Operation 55' for technical and vocdtional schooTing on the
#  island.42 In December 1964, thisCommittee was reorganized by
Education Minister Gérin-Lajoie as The Metropolitan Co-ordinating,
Régional Schooi Pjanning Comnmittee for the Island of Montreal,
unoerodacques Viau, Q.C. "
. Meanwhile, due to the pace of educational ro%orms thé
' Liberals fell from grace in June 1966, and, 1n October 1966, in a

-Report submitted»to the Union Nationa]e education minwster,

qgan—Jacqueszertrand. the Viau Committee out11ngdAa high-school
‘p1an for the island. Viau proposed the estab]ishment of

» secdndary sch0015 regrQUped on linguistic rather than on

c0nfessiona1 1ines, or a modifiedl tatus guo with separate boards
)
for French Catholics, Engﬂish Catho]ics and - Protestants, or

N v ;unified. secondary school boards for both Protestant.and Catholic,
7 French and Engl1sh-speaking students.43 The Viau Report noted '

-

that the enrolment of the forty-two school boards on the 1sland )

e L .1n such a dispersfon made schqu board reform.on the Island of -

» ‘ .

Montrea] urgent In add1tion. Viau ca]ied for'a Iegal opiniOn on

X @ R the constitutional protect‘lons of the, PSBGM and the MCSC. 44

varied from 1,000 to- 212*000. and that the 1nequa11t1es 1mp11cit
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The Parent Report (1955) oL

The.ﬂarent Commiss1on Report, Vo1ume Iv, 1n May 1966,
recommended unified schooI boards on the Island of Hontreal,
" including the abolition of both the PSBGM and the MCSC.45 )
Parent also recommended that, although#the law recognize no

confessional distinctions between school commissions, schools

‘still be obliged to provfde moral .or religious instruction. The

existing system would be replaced by unified three-level
administrative structures: the school comnittee, the regional
board and the council of school development - consisting, of all

the regional school commissions in an economic area to ensure’

planned development, and a unifort tax-rate throughout its
- RN

" territory.46 . - . o -

Fer the Island of Montﬁeai the Parent Commission recommended
seven regional school commfssions. unified with respect to

]anguage and confessionality, and that these form:an Island

council of school development.47, Parent also recomended that

the MCSC organize French and the PSBGM organize English

non—confeSSional schools by September 1966.48

The Catho]ic Committee of the Superior Council of Education
1n October 1966, adopted the recommendations of the Parent Report

“for unified school boards. However, the Quebec Association of

V‘Protestant Scno01 Boards (QAPS&)‘warned tnat.tneeParent
' -Z%Commisejonxproposels were in viblaiioniof_tne BNA Act and that it
was doubtful if the Protestant echool”tradition on the Island of




25

“

Montreal could survive 1n‘times of rising nationalism under a
unified school system, as in most instances English schools would
be under French majority school bdards. 49 In May 1966, the
Quebec Association of Protestant School Administrators\kQAPSA)

v)“

proposed that the fffty-five Catholic and nine Protestant

regional schoo] boards %et up under '0perat1on 55" be reorganized

on a language basis. They asked that, at least, the sthool

committee be gua;anteed choice of the language of instruction and -~

of the confessionality of the school.50- B
Both English and French Cathofjcs were against the idqa

of abolishing confessional school boards, fearing the o

consequences of ﬁaking confessionality a matter for the local P

school committee.5! Also, both Protestant and Catholic

English-speaking parents were united in fheir determination to

hold on to any cp]tural protecfiéﬁs afforded by tﬁe:BNA Act.52

Movement Laique de la Langue Francaise President Jacques

Godbout ridiculed the Parent concept of unified schqo{ boards as

.an administrative nightmare; contendinglth&thhnified school ’ (

boards consisting of two parallel léhguistic divisions lo;;¥ﬂg’) K}
after §chodls of three different'confessionaf br%en?atiéns, . )
Protestant, Catholic and multi-confeéssional, would present
1hsurmountdb1e problems throughout the system.53 His

counterpart, Dr.. Henry Morgentaler. President, The Neutral (Lay)
School Committee. caricatured Pﬁotestant confessionality as a ,

myth and a Tuxury the tax-payer could no longer afford. 54. .

~




The -Pagé Report |

4

In the aftermath of school regionalizatton, resultf;ng in
large impersonal comprehensive high schools requiring ‘

Yong-distance busing and the Parent recommendations to abolish

i
=
o

) N
confessional school boards, the Liberals lost in June 1966 ta the

Union Nationalé under Daniel Johnson. Education Minister' . SN
Jean-Jacques Bertrand, in September 1967, set up a Council for 7
School Development on the ‘Island of Montreatl under stéph ~
L. Pagé, vice-president, MC~SC,' uifh a mandate to prc;mote school . . ' |
board reform on the. Island of Montreal %n the 1ight of the Parent .-
Report (1‘;?66) and of the V'iau Report (1966).5% The PagéfRépbrt,

submitted in October .1968, warned -that unified school boards . \
would result 1in 1mpover1‘sh1‘ng”§pb efficiency of school services ' , N
on the island while incredsing- the complexity of the system. at‘\d :
that one of the basic principles of demdcracy, given the co'nt\ext

of the, Island of Montreal, was fréedom of choice with regard to’

7,

" language. and confessionahty 56 Page further recommended that

both language and confessmna] r‘ights be const‘ltutionaﬂy S s
guaranteed.5 : ]

Pagé noted that 1t should be easy to set up 1anguage-based | -
school boards on the Island of Mon'treal since each of’ the two o -
groups had a sufficient enro]ment to make this feasilble. Ihe: - PR
MCSC was respons1b1e for 225 ,000/ 285,000 pupils enrolled in ‘\ e
Catholic school boards_on the island, yhﬂe the PSBGM seryed ) . e

65,000/ 78,000 Protestant pupils on the island; and such -
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4 of educatlonal servlces for the whole 1sland b1. However, the

27

. parallel ‘lingullstic systems \should serve the whole island. 58

Plannlng, co-or_d'inat'ion, and fiscal management at the
metropolitan Tevel would,be be under a unified isTand council for
school development as recommended by the Parent Commi ssion.59

The Pagé lflajorlty Reoor,t recommended 1angugge-based school -
boards to' aom'ln'lster confessional, multi-confesslonal and )
pluralist schools, w1th the MCSC and PSBGM each being sub divided
to give a’ total of n1ne 25,000-45, 000 student French language
~school boards and four 21 000-57 000 student Engllsh language -
boards. Effective January 1, 1971, the forty-two school boards A

{

on the 'Island of Montreal, mcludlng ope central board, two
reglonal t;oards, twenty-four French- Cathohc boards, and fifteen"
Engllsh-—Protestant boards would be reduced ‘to th1rteen.w A
councll of school development, cons1st1ng of th1rteen members,
one from each school - board, would own plant and equ‘ipment, assume

the assets and 1jabilities off the school boards and be ‘

responsible for taxatiom,’ fmancing, planm ng, and co- prd'l natwn L

Pagé, Council felt that establishmg un'ified school boards was the

‘:f"ldeal solution in the long term and that language based boards

~should\onl,y serve as an interim measure unt1l the polltical -9

cl 'lmate 'ln Quebec permitted further reform.52 A mmorlty report o

1 1,

recomnended eleven unifled boarqs for. the Tsland 53
In June 1968, the Sa‘lnt Léonard Catholic School Conmsslon in j o

: East-end Montreal s narrowly voted to phase out Engl'lsh-language L
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instruotion, begipning with- grade one in September 64 , The Saint

Léonard Italian conmunity subsequently formed the Saint Léonard

Parents .Association, and,safter failing to get admission for

their children. into English-language schools under the ‘

unilihgualist-dominated MCSC, - they successfully negbtiated terms >

with the PSBGM to enrol their children, with exemption from

Protestant religious instruction.ﬁ_'5 \ , |
Arising out of the Saint Léonard situation, the Pagé Council

was asked by cabingt to review the question of the integration of

. ""imigﬁrant children into the French-language sghool' system on the

Island of Montreal.e6 Paoé noted “that the Educa-tion Act (19645
did not oblige school conmissions to provide 1nstruction in ..
English or in French (R $.Q. 1964, Chapter 235 Art 203).
However, Pagé recomnended that the government establish a
language policy before attempting school board reform, -that the
French +in Quebec had a collective right to their language and ’
their culture, and that, on the Island of Montreal, every pupi l~
who finished _high school should be able to onmunicate fluently -
in French.67  Pagé-also. noted that the greafest ‘part of the . ... .
non- Catholic and non-Protestant population of the province was on |

 the Island of Montreal -and - that it was not possible to devise a

Just and democratic school system for the island that did not - * T

& ' ~ ¥

take that into account 68 s . . & o .

—

\ In September 1969, a bilingual association of Montreal area

educators was fonned by Principal Robertson of HcGill University

|

. 1

X



" best calculated to strengthen the ‘language and culture of the

And former MCSC chairman André Gagnon to Topby for language—based
boards as an alternative to the Parent proposals, for umfied

S'tructures 6£« Aiso, Ve Quebec Association of Protestant Schoo]
BOards (QAPSB) in Jits brief to the Gendron Conlnission of Inqm ry
. on the Position of the French Language and on Language Rights in"
Quebec,&t)ctober* 1969 called for an end to confessionality as the
ba51s for schoo‘I board organization " that. Ianguage—based boards

would best answer-. situations such as that in Sajnt Léonard; 70 -

) The Union Na,hona']e\held out ﬁo,r uh1f1ed, school boards as

I

/'French “co’l'lectiuify 71 - Education Minister Guy Cardinal warned

‘
o

Eng]ish Quebecers must facé sweeping 'Ianguage pohues in order
“to’ aHow the French ]anguage and culture to survive. He sa1d
that ‘the dec'Hne in ‘the bi rth rate of the Frenchvspea?ing
population in Quebec, coupled wlth the Latin’ mmignant optlon to

assimﬂate 1nto the English mﬂieu through the EngHsh Cathohc

’ ; soh001 system ‘on the Island of Montreal, meant someohmg had to

N [N

be done to protect the French-Speaking majority. 2 .

7

blm:k attempts 10 rearganize the Montreal Island schoo] system :

alohg language lines. 73 The Front du Québec Fran;ais. in

NOVember 1969, asked that French be the official language of :s y

- Quebec and that the language fn all pub]icly subsidized
1nst1 tutions in Quebec be Fr'em:}’:.-M So‘ciété Sq,int Jean-Bagtiste x

de Montréal President Frangois’Albert Angers. in October 1969,

French-‘ranguage associations began forming a comon front to- .

-

N e

e .
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said that an English school system on the Islan‘d of Montrea]T g

ar < s
! . & ~
- -

amounted to official recognition of EngHsh as an official

lannuage in Quebec and that parents should not have a choice in ks
the 1anguage of instruction 1n Quebec anymore than they would in ;‘,
any other sove»r‘eign country.75 The activist Ligue pour ., ,'

’

'Intégration Sco'la'lre, which had been heavﬂ_y 1nvolved 1n ‘the .,-‘ e ;

Sai‘nt Léonard affair, opposed Tanguage d‘lvision on the grounds B o -
that it would’ weaken the French language c]aiming that 7 .. - o

bil'lngual'ism always worked in favour of the dominant economic _
N N «®

language.75 | j SN

r

As wiﬂ be further notea“. the Umon Nationale, in November

1969, overwhe'lming]y passed Bill 63, the first 1eg151at’ive, .

) system, affiming what had existed. m fact in the province of

measure ever adgpted by Quebec to make French a national
1anguage 77 BiH 63, a‘long with certain measures to strengthen ‘_ .:k‘? ,‘; .
the Frehch Ianguage in Quebec, guaranteed the r1ght of parents to R o
send their chﬂdren to’ either the French or the Eng]ish schoo] FRE

Quebec for one hundred ;year'se78 ‘ o
More and, more, the question of unified schobl boards on the T
Is1and of Montreal was seen to' involve a language bo’licy for the s

(‘ Y . >

province as much as the: matter of school board- reform ger se. - .

- Un1f1ed school boards were perceived b_y the un111ngua11$ts as’ '.’ PR

be'lng more conducive to their long tenn poHt'lcal a'inis than LT
either confessional or. language based boards. However‘ Sectiou R ‘

93 of the‘*BNA Act (1867 ) was in, the way of reform. B

- N
B 1 'ﬁ - T
- Ind - ° N \' ‘.-r
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’ i, demands for confessionality wou}d be- decided by the schoo"i

: Mextricably Tinked to school board reform on the Tsland. of

1

he Bﬂl 62, 1ntroduced 1n November 1969 by Educatwn Uinister .
Guy Cardina], caHed for eleven unified boards on, the Island of
Hontreaﬁl as recomended by the Parent Commission Report (1966),

each responsibﬂe for CathoHc’ and Protestant schoo]s. while

B cdmittee. An appointed councﬂ'of schoo] deve'lopment for the o

‘1sland would collect taxes, own buildings and equipment and

'.*co-ordinate services 79 8111 '62 and Bill. 63 taken' together would

¥
perm’lt ‘six types of schoo]s.f CathoHc, Protestant, and -

non COnfessional in either French or Eng]fsh L Prem'ler Bertrand

.
}l“

Sy

1n Octbber 1969, said Bill 62 was desfgned to’ complement 1anguage a

poHcy Bﬂl 63. since the language question was now ‘seen to bé

G s
e -
. ~ i

- : {
. s v

‘Montrea'l 8, - o~ , . "

- ’ ¢ e L d A .
»

e pub‘nc hearmgs on, Bm 62 began in February 1670, the

Provincfal Assocfation of Protestant Teachers (PAPT) announced a &

campaign for Ianguage-wbased séhool boards 81 The Montrea] Board

3 g

~of Trade 1n 3 brfef to. the cemittee on education of the Nat10na1
Assemb]y erwise re:}ected unified boards and 1nstead, asked fo“r
language‘-based boards which would have ownership d‘I{ plant and

equipment 87 The Presbyterian Church and United Church of Canada

a >

a]so reJected unified boards ahd called for lahguage based -

x < of

boards,83 Likewise, in March 1970, the Montrea] Diocese of the Y

.
\ A

Angl 1oan Churcb ’m Canada warned that 8111 62 faﬂed ‘to: provide

N P .
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o L adequate protection For Ehglish-'language schooﬁng on the Island L ¢

‘ T 'h of ;40ntreal. and it caned for amendments to the - BNA Act (18671) ; \; .
. to provide constitutionﬂ guarantees for. English 1anguage _' ’ ‘[ A
S . Tnstruction in Quebec 84 L ,. AN w -
o ' a In March 1970 the PSBGM ser‘ved notlce of a court chal]enge) o ;‘ .
o : N to Bﬂl 62, warhing that Enghsh language school boards wou]d be
) rj :‘}i . 1in the minority in. nine out of the elevep boards proposed under . " ’"‘.;‘ _‘: -
T T simen 1t contended, that Bi11 63 did not give .constitutional ..
o "~ Pprotection to»EngHsh-llang\uage instructi(on; and fur:therh‘,ladded\; N . :
[ - ' - | o T ' . - . E ° i
’ . b - M is, 1mperat1ve that the rights of the minority s - s "1
‘ v <conf1rmed by the Br'it1sh North America Act, Section 93, ) R v'“
S 4 ¢ . be 1na1nta1ned for overaH conditions may change and.. oo v
n' B § . . , B :}n'm sters come” and go, The' qé’ter‘ioratwon of the sqcia] E ( ‘
e " L - R \ a"d POHtICa‘l climate that has taken p]ace dn Quebec 15 . ‘ * s
A , \' '.,; . N \hardly calcula,ted to encourage the. Enghsh comrminity tp ok -y
- T R ‘ :k 1 entrust tnear chﬂdren, thelr ]anguage and their, oulture ” ‘i;‘.‘
" R :‘h o to the control of sdhoo] boards of ‘a different 1anguage T :
, : "', . { ' . and a different cu'lture. rThe answe:‘ is a¢system of.” - v |
a P 7" f regional schdol boards united by cultura] and Hnguistic‘, ; >
- 3‘ B \ ties, rather than school boards w,hose, ties are purel.y : : ,\' o,
| . ’ ,circumsl{nt”ial. and whd’sei geographjdal!bases are a L
. L L ) serfes of lines on a Miap. A less well d*ispo;ed ) B * 1: '
, ‘ . . government might $ome day in the future quite simply . . o
o ' 5 revoke B1163.88 . _ .' PR
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The PSBGM pos? t1on was endbrsed by the Lakeshore ﬂegional L
School Board which also noted that the pedagog'}cai aims of the )

French and EngH h-language school systems were basi cally -

A

~...~/

. et differént " that Protestant schoo'ls emphasized science and-
! mathemati Cs, wherLas French CathoHc schools concentrated on the,
‘Hberﬁl arts. reHgfon and- phﬂosophy. The- Lakeshore board a‘lso
. warned that the Sa1nt Léonard s1tuation was a- c"lear 1nd1cation of |
R what m1ght happen to EngHsh language interests under French )
dominated un1f1ed school boards 86 - A]so, supportmg the PSBGM,
‘the Quebec Association of Pro,testant School Admfnistrators ‘

! (QAPSA) said minority language rrghts must be enshrined in the

v Canad1an donstitut‘lon before school board reform on the Isiand of '
/ Montreal was contemplated. 81 ) R e
j‘ Société Saint Jean-Baptfste de Montréal President Franqois E

’ Angers said cab1net must first legisTate a 1anguage policy with '
adequate guarantees for the survival ;and deve'lopment of the
Freneh language and cu]ture in Quebec and thén deal with the " ‘

. matter of school board reform on the Istand of Montrea] Angers ‘

”

a!so warned traditional CathoHcs that onl,y confessiona] schoo]

[t \

boards guaranteed confessional sc:hools.88 Attention was drawn _by:

T

the Groupes de vie Chrétienne to the peri T of Catho]ic schools T

under. Protestaht majority boards and to the dangers of athei stic -

- L Ly t‘:omunist fdeology held 1nherent in uniﬁed boards.39
L '- A LE..PM Editor Claude Ryan noted that eveu 1f Catholics o
VL " in unified schooT boards 1nsisted on confessiona't schools, that’ E

e . . .
* 3 ‘ i
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their option would not necessari }y be fo1‘rowed by the

Protestants. who were tradfti onany more concerned about language -

and culture than they were about confessfonath, and that '1

1

nejthet cou]d anyone count on a grom ng number of Frencn

. Cathalics whb‘ had 1ittle Lime for confessional schoo1s 90 .

~

X The MHance des - Professeurs de Montrjéa] said that tq

\

champion the continued existence .of confe'ssiOnal school boar’ds‘—on .

, ‘the Island of Montreal constituted\a refusal to acknouledge the

I T

p'lurah‘st realities of. the &ituation.%1 The same point was ‘made

by the Centra]e Enselgnement du Québec (CEQ). IIt argued that a .

pubHc schooI board had no mor'e reason— to be confessiona] ,than
did a business fmn, the government of Quebec or any other

pubHc servi& organization 1n the country. that responSIbthy

for the:school be]onged first and fo_remost to the state and not

to any local gmup of’ parents, and that Quebec mu,st'dec'ide.in

. ‘{',

-

the best interests. of the "coﬂectlvity wee o o -

. Bil11. 62 nghthted the extstence of two Hngu‘i stic -

o _Z—COnmunities that apparently could not develop within the same

s unified educationa] framework

; popuiation of Quebec must conclude that withgut an acceptaMe .

La Pr‘esse Editor Guy Cormier

‘noted that, in the eyes of the English-speaking conlnunity, Bﬂl
. 62 was a coerctve 1nstrument ‘of. assfmﬂation and he warned that

if Cardina'l was forced to abandon BitT. 62 the French speaktng

*

. language policy it‘was use]ess to- take 1n1tiat1ves 1n schooT

_‘j“board reform on the Isﬁand of Montreal 93 ‘ ) S

-

‘
Il
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Le Dev01 r Editor claude Ryan further added that Bi1l

’ 62 su‘ffered from a 1ack of guarantees of fair representation for

—

each of the two Hnguistic comunit1es on the island: that the
sfx types of schooT S. and the use of two . ’tanguages in the same
s?hoo'l board wou]d on1y complicate the adm‘in'istrat‘ion He
Specu'lated that Bi1l 62 wgu]/result in the creation of }anguage
battos. 'serving’ bnly to accentuate tMe tensmn that existed
betﬁeen the -French. and the English- speakmg popu]atwn in the
prcwinceﬁ"4 ‘Ryan also potnted out.that language, not
confessionality, had become the determining, factor in schobl
board refonn on the Island of Montreal and that democracy must'
acknowledge that the French and the English-speakmg corrlnunitles
fomed hot one. but two dis‘ﬁnc’t cu]tural entattes. He warned
that the lack of reSpect for the real situation shown by Cardma?
“in the draft:mg of the reform measure would be its undmng 95

“The Montreal Star noted that confesswnal scboo]

boards helped foster' inequali t1es wmch would become eVen more
entrenched in thui stic boardst96 The Gazgtt warned that
people were not ready “for. unified school boards and that . "'
tranﬂ tional language-based boards might enable the Enghsh and‘
French-speaking\; comunities to “work. toward comon so1utions on ah
1sland basis. under a: unified Island councﬂ of schoot
deve]opment thus bui- ldmg trust and - the habit of working
together.97 B 62 finally died on the Order table when Premier

Bertrand caHed an eTection, Harch 12‘ 1970
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The Umon Nationale faﬂed to get a new mandate from the -

English-speakmg electorate because of the pass‘ions aroused over
"Bi1l 62. It failed to get a mandate from the French- Speaking
population for two reasons: the Grouix-type religious

nationaHsts disTiked non-conf’eszona] unified school boards and

' the secular linguistic natdonalists dis11ked Bi1l 63.

Responsibﬂity for a solution to the problem now devolved on the
Liberals under Premier Bourassa. ‘ \

Bi11 28 was introduced by Liberal Education Minister Guy :

- Saint-Pierre in the fall of 1970, to est//bﬁsh unified school

. number, between seven and eIeven, oF boards for. the 1sland 93

-boards on the Island of Montreal. Anﬂs]and council. of school

development, to be in place by July Iy 1972, would decide,
effective July 1, 1973, -on the boundar s on the final °

Urﬂike Bitl 62, ind as a compromse to the PSBGM ‘and o'ther

% .Protestant interests, Bin 28 gave ownership of plant and , ;»

Biﬁ 28 only served to legj;,late the pr‘ivﬂeges of the

S equ’rpment to the school ‘boards rathe.r than to the 1sland councﬂ

Y

.of school deve10pment 99

- ~

- The Société Saint Jean’Bapt'lste de Montréa] (SSJBM) said

.‘that. French be decla{ed the only 1anguage of the 1sland schoo] o
sysi:em,100 The. SSJBM warned that the. coqnt dotvn had now begun to '

detemine efther the survaal or the assimflation of the French
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'English-speaking minority. It as«ked that 8111 63 be repea]ed and
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Iangnage and culture in Quebec and that the matter of schoo]

bqard reform On the Island\ of Montreal waj p'lvotal to that

; v .
: quest:icm.m1 o x\. ’ N

- ' The\Confédération des S_yndicats Natwnaux (CSN) said that the o

question of language in school bo\ard reform on the Island of L
Hor;treﬂ went to the very heart ‘of the struggle waged by the o o
people of Quebec to guarahtee the rfght of their elected )

gov:er‘n‘ment to d'fr'ect‘the’hlirigtﬁ stic a‘nd' cultural development of

the province.mz

The Alliance des Professeurs de Montréal c?aimed that the

e

right to cu]tural survival of the majorfty came before any other ’

consideration and that to sanction a bicu’ltural and bilingual N -

schaol community on. the Island of Montrea?, as prOposed by both
‘—Bﬂl 62 and Bi11 28, was to go against the 1nteres-ts of the- L

co'l Iectivity,"103 The CEQ satd “that Bﬂl 28, along with- Bﬂ] . ”
- 63,. would only conﬁrm the Is]and of Montrea} as a. b111ngua1
; - schoo] district 194 - o

C -

{

R “The Association des cadres CECM (MCSC) warned that the S R
. French language was- threatened and ‘that the. si tuatfon . would LT
v k B further deteriorate unless legfslaﬂon put a halt to thé
\ *‘ gaHOping anglicization ‘of 1migrants through -the English - Ea
R ix"‘ﬁ"!»lCathoHc schoo]s on the Isiand of Mont-reaI. and it asked that all

L Latin 1migrant r.hﬂdren be directed fnto‘the French—'rahguage'
avwé..:schoo'l system.1°5 The MCSC. itself sa'id 1t was mandatory that

R ,I, e "_:,-*'French have priority status n, the 1sland school system and that ,




\‘\‘

‘larchd'locese suggested refom take two stages first, a. unified

S
it ’should not be in the ‘hands of a public school board to offer
freedoim“of choice in -the 1a;§uage of 1nstruction‘i,°5
The Quebec Federation of Protestant Home and School
Associations (QFHSA) aéked that, bef.ore attempting school board
reform on the Island of Montreal, Quebec first obtain an

amendment to the BNA Act t¥ guarantee Canadian citizens freedom

‘of choice in the language of instruction, in either of the

official’ languages, right across Canada.l07 The PSBGM also
insisted that the confessional rilghts enjoyed by Catholics and
Protestants in Quebec, under the provisions of the BNA Act,

Secfinn 93, be extéqded. to include protection for the language of

_ nstruction, both French and English.108 Referring to the Saint
. Léonard situation, the Lakeshore Regionai 'School Board reiterated

: 4 @ - -
. its warning that French um'lingua]ists had littie or no respect

<

for English-]angUage schooling. 109°
Arci;lP1sh0p Gregoire of the Montrea'l Roman Catholic

island councﬂ of school development;g and_school comnittees at
’

the locatl level, then, schoo] board reorganization on a

confessional basis but with provision for Optional

non»confessional schocHng.110 The Super'ior Council of Education

_also called for a- two-stage 1mplementat10n of Bill 28 ~In stage

one, the pvoposed council for school development would make
recomndation‘s‘op school board reform on the island. In _sthge

two, the legislature“\iohld ratify these recd&me'nﬂations.. even 1f

a1
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. the.\-r were for ?ther than unified (;?oards‘.111 The above, in.fact,
= formed the basis for a revised version of Bill 28 in 1922 ~
( The Gazette pointed out that Bill 28 stﬂ] 1gnored the :»— Lo
reath of two distinct cultural and linguistic ent1t1es on the
Island of Montreal.112 (laude Ryan, Le Devoir, said that if the
Liberals insisted on unified schoo-l'boar:y“s on the Is1ami of‘
- ’ Montr'e‘ﬂ,vdemocra‘cy decreed that constitutional linguisgic a‘ndk
- cultural protection be first extended to both communities.ll3
’ Bill 28 was finally withdrawn in March 1§7é,~after 1thhga'

become clear that the Parti Québécois, along with members<of the

- Liberal cabinet, were not about to allow passageof the measg;cé

? w1thout‘ the repeal of Bill -63, and without legﬁislati'on making

| French the official language of the province.l14 Ryan said that
the failure of Bill ~Zé was' a lesson to any government that no .
school board reform on the Island of Montreal was feasible fﬁat, |

<
~

did not contain a language policy.115

BIY 71°
) 8111 71 was introduced 1n December 1972, but, in the 1nterim,
school board reform was effected off-Island. Bﬂ] 27 (1971)
1nst1tutiona‘lized a legal consultative role for parents at the
o local and school board.levels in terms of the Parent Commission
. . Refport (1966). Under Bﬂl 27, about 1, 100 school boards off the
T X fsland of Montrea‘l were reduced to about 190 boards, including .

\J

B 22 Protestant and the rest CathoHc. Bill 27 ai’so granted




46 "

universal suffrage in school board elections in June 1972 -
except on the Lsland of Montreal - for ?he first time in .
Quebec.l16 The school comit'tee h'uas composed of parents whose -
children attended the school with ex-officio, one teacher and the
principal both°without the right of vote. Parent committees,
comprips‘ed of th;e ::hair'man of each schoo—i committee, served as
consultative .bodies at school board level. School committees
apphed to the Is]and of Montreah as of September 1972. 8111\27
also reduced the number of Catholic regmna1 school boards set up
“under ‘Operatwn 55‘ from fifty-five to fifty and it increased
the number of Pr‘otestant regional school bear‘ds from nine to ten,
Bil1" 291,(1971)‘ conceived as an off-Island measure
abolishing statutory grants_, initially proved unpopul'ar as the
"amount ef money received by a sclhool' board was now at the
dis‘;retion of the minister, gi v-iné him virtual contral over
curriculum.1?  However, Bill 291 did make the scheol tax r'ate- : ‘  o
_uniform throughout a school district, and th1s pmnc*npler along
with umversa] suffrage, also contained in Bil1l 62 and BHI 289,

was later apphed to the Island of Montreal under Bﬂ] 71

. Prem1er Bourassa, in February 1972 gave the education . ..
lportfoho to Fram;ms Cloutjer, Minister for-Immigration and .
Cultural Affairs, who at the same time retamed respons: iH ty

~ for the Office de la Langue Frangaise the,key element in the. . -

development of the French language and culture, which was now | . -

considered a crucial element m schoo] buard reform.118 )
# P . . N ‘, \\



In Pebruary 1972;\Q10ut?er”sét.up a. Commi ttee for '
~ Educational_Development (CED) onythe(lsland of Montreal, chaired‘

e
by Claude Beauregard, assistant deputy minister, and comprised of e o
sdhool board de]eoates, to answer basic administratiye needs- on o
the Island. The creation of soch a committee was not meant'to o ) |
- prejudice -the future of school board reform on the island, and
the bc y's powers were to be limited to problems of a planning J

and developmental nature.l19 The CED was to be composed of
thirty-six‘members‘delegated by the school boards on the Island.
However, beceuse of overwheiming opposition from the hCSC, which )
would have held only five (fodrteen per cent) .of the commifteesL\
thirty-six seats a]thoogh it accounted for fifty-seven per cent

" of the students on the Is]and, a new CED, composed of fourteen | ._s' i

members, f1ve from the MCSC three from the PSBGM four

fea -

. additiona1 members from the other Catho]1c boards and two members oy

from the remaining Protestant boards -on the Islahd. was announced- -— . ,;

in My 19728200 o A et

.

Education Minister Frango1s Cloutier cr1t1c1sed both 8111 62
and Bfll 28 for proposing a school system on the Island of " A ; /;
*Montreql undgr tight provinc1a1 control, and-by September 1972, :f}lfi

, cabinet abandoned the comm1tment to unified school boards Ly
altogether 121 ynlike .his predecessors, Cloutier was careful not \
to tamper Wit the confess1ona1 and linguistfc aSpects of schoo] 1‘15 .
_board structures’ on' the. Island of Montreal.122, However, he-did |

..~ . not favour coumittee hearings on his new proposals as. he fe}t o



- UNSSSTEEN, e
-

that.a11 Iegitimate groups had already expressed themselves~fu}lv ‘

on the matter, thus bringing upon himseif the displeasure of" the

\

uni]inguaiists, who stiil insisted on the repeal of Bii] 63 and

.the institution of a comprehensive language policy prlpr to

4

. schooi board reform on the Island of Montreal. 123 In the event

i

that he gave in to’ the nationaiists. Cloutier knew that he would
‘have to- meet the QAPSB in the courts and that schooi board reform,

on the ‘Island of Montrea] might once more be postponed, while the

injustices 1dentified by the Viau Committee (1966) wouid remain

unresolved, 126 R T -

' 1

. Bi11 71, as noted;‘vas introduced in December 1972 and would
réorganize the forty>two school boards on the Island of Montreal
'into seven Catholic and two Protestant boards, inciuding a
sixteeh-member eiected Island schoo] couﬂ511 exercising the | N
opowers originaiiy proposed under Bill 62 (1969) Tneﬁbill also .
proposed universal suffrage and a uniform tax-rate for'the whoie :
 “fs1and. 125 e T R L

. The PSBGM accepted the idea -of an Island school councii but

noted that. Bili 71 made no provision for language at council or |

board Ievel 125 Education Minister Cloutier said language poiicy '

wouid have to Be aea]t with under separate 1egislation and that
school board reforn on~the Isiand of Montreal couid wait no ’
* longer. He said that the existing system was institutionaliZed

injustice as stUdents got‘differeht services in different parts

. of the island and that there was no demOCracy in either the MCSC

<
s



or 'ln the PSBGM, which, s'lnce their 1ncept'lon in 1846, were
appotinted boards 127~ - ' - ' .“‘ .
o The EngHsh CathoHcs asked to be recognized in the-“ -‘ ‘_ - |
. ’legislation and waged War on behalf of autonomous English ’ -
i Catholic boards. Cloutier acknbwledged there weré more Enghsh
CathoHc than Protestant 'students on the island but pomted out - .
that the BNA Act guaranteed only confessmnal, not Hnguistic,
schooHng 128 At issie was ‘parity for 73 000 ‘English Catholics |
; scattered over six predominantly French-speakmg Catho]ic boards,
~ while 69,000 Protestants had two boards: 129 To grant the EngHsh
| ’_Catholicsxtheir own assimilﬁtiom st EngHsh language boards, .

-wou'ld have 1ncurred for. C]outier the anger of the unf]inguahsts

even more.130. A petition containing over 100, 000 signatures SAPIUNEEY

e ’ supporft'ing the EngHsh CathoHc cause had no effect except to

’Zmake English Catho]ics aware that their cu]tura] 1nterests, in

f“\

- the lhatter of school board reform, ]ay with the Protestants 131

,
.

. BT P 8111 71 ‘becamé Taw'in late December 1972, despite the

\

»susta“lned opposition‘ of ‘the uniHngual-ists inside and outside ~the -
legislature. The, boundaries of the PSBGM and the MCSC were -

. SR untduched. and the remain'lng boards on the island. were regrouped

to g‘lve a total of six Catho‘lic boards and two Protestant bqards,~

J K together with a seventeen-member Asland school councﬂ 132
ST According to BTl 71 (1972), Article. 593, the Island Schoo] L s
( \COunci 1 of‘ Montreal was to develop a plan for the finaI

ANEEEN

AR ' -reorganization of school boards on’ the Is‘land and submit a’
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nationaHsm in the provmce, and they pressed -for constitut'ional -

., and the seeu]ar pragma—t'lsm of the ]atter. The Vfau Report

" the Island of Montrea] on linguistic 1ines or un1f1ed Tines Or A

"lthe conﬁessional status quo. - N

1974 133 ‘_“;». T L

The matter of school board reform, from the start. involved
anevfatmg Protestant fears 1n regard to - their loss-of autonomy. -
It a'lso had 'to pay attention to those who desired pr'lority for P
‘the French 1anguage and cu1ture. Protestants were 16athe to - g | »

.v

sacrifice confessjonal guarafitees in view of the surging-tide\of CoL

1anguage guarantees.' 8111 60 (1964) in giving the nﬁntster of
education reSponsib‘th for the disbursement of education “funds, PR o
\curbed loca'l autonomy and presented a definfte chanenge to ‘the

.confessmna] bas1s of the school system.. Const1tut10na1 probtems 'a:

Y i

b had to be addnessed, and in part1cu]ar, the scope and meaning of’ : . N

*
A

the BNA Act, Sectwn 93 S e - '
Unified school boards posed a threat to. Englfsh Cathohcs who '
. wished to avoid ciose ties with both the French Cathoﬁos and the.. = . -

Protestants, because of the Hnguistic nationaHsm of the former

(1966), Offered different prOposaLs for school board -reform on e F

1-.

i

The Parent Conl'nission Report (1966) reconlnendations for*

unified boards were unacceptab]e to’ the Eng!ish-speaktng

-~
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e populat'loh s1nce they would bé in tbe rninori ty tn most uni fied
schooT boards -on the 1sland EngH‘sh and French Cathohos found
v unified school boards equaHy unacceptab]e ras they impHed the I S

)

’ B
K ~ IR

abolition of conf‘ess1ona1ism. A solution wou1d have to. be found SR -

| that had respect for Catho'Hc confessiona} sensftivities and - ,' -

Lt stﬂl afforded protection to the Engl ish Ianguage and cu]ture. L \',‘.
S Ine add‘ltion, there was the quest1on of const1tutional rights S oW 3

>
1t

1' c1a1med by the MCSC and the PSBGM n respect to boyndarres. o C B
. ( N The Pagé Councﬂ for Schooi Development (1967) was an ' "
» : attempt to focus the question of school board reform specificaﬂy E A
g" on the Island of Montrea1 The Pagé Report (1968) reconmended in “
' favour of Hnguistic boards and suggested the tih|e was not r1pe ' S
. for uh'lf'led boards. The Saint Léonard sitdation (is68) proved S
T F tha’t French uni’lingua]ists were not prepared to wait any further, ,

whﬂe/highlightmg for the EngHsh-speaking populatwon of Quebe¢ J' .

1

4 4 -4 7
-
L

; what could happen under unified boards where, as in most cases, .. . ",

French-speaking conmssioners would be in the maJority. ST , ‘ ‘

I

_ 8111 63 (1969) legislated for the first time in ‘the prov‘lnce : o
; of Quebec the. Mght of parents to choose the language of J
/ 1nstruction for their chﬂdren This meant that French CathoHc e
. . schopl" bOards must welcome non-Ca‘tho‘Hc children whose parents '
D - desired their instruction in French, putting ‘the authentic =~ _ | y

"7

s . Catholfc school 1n Jeopardy and bringing the propriety of the

L confess'lona‘l basis for school board organization, under review. o

‘; ‘ S 8111 6_2 proposed e]e\gen\unified schoo]\hoards for the.

2
w 1,
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0 3 v 'Island of Montreal. ,However, the plan was unacceptable to the :
| L English Protestants since they would be- in the minorfty except in
. l_,L_,.'f ,:L two .or three boards. The plan had no appeal for the French

y T ‘ "unilingualists who saw Bil1 62 along with. Bill 63 as confiryhing
.'bilingual schooling on the Island Significantly, the Protestant

Pt f Ve Churches wene far- more 1nterested in promoting the English

;e

. +

A LR ;o . t
[ 5

= A R language and culture than they were in finding safeguards for -

L. ’Protestant confessionality. Protestants as a last resort, could
- . y 1

5 N abor‘lition of. ‘the confessional system left them open to the Saintl
el Léonard situation repeating itself Protestants would settle for

-~ [N [N

',;1,' oo "language guarantees in. conJunct‘ion with un:lfied bpards

F‘rench unilingualists would settle-for unified boards if the
can government legislated a French-only policy for. the province -

- French and English Catholics, on- the other hand, insisted on

X B /- !
y

’ confesswnal guarantees. Differences between French and English

-

P schoolidg was. also a problem for both rlanguage groups, but* ;:\
- :

. I o especially for the English C in North America, Bill 62, ’ .

w o R providing for unified boards and an appointed island cOuncil: was
' , seen ’b,y the Protestants as an assimilatidn technique and passions

| ‘aroused made reform impbssible from the start. Language, not "
, ! Dgion, was the détemi ning factor. Language boards could lead
" S \ to an intensification of ‘the, climate of mistrust, and although )

I' v English-speaking ghettos could form under either unifief school

boards or language boards. langoage boards would likely entrench

¢ 1
.
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c L always offer a constitutional challenge to unified boards, as the

‘s



the iong-standing inequalities between the two school systems. .
Bi11 28 (1971), was’ substantially the Same as Bi11 62, except
“that Bill»ZB gave ownership of plant and equipment to the schooi L (J{f'

/ . v

boards rather than to the proposed Island council of 5chool
development The old questions remained and Guy Saint-Pierre s
attempts to put the biH through as an ‘administrative measure did’

: not succeed Unlike under Bi]1 62, Catholics were now ready to

\/

settle for confessiona) guarantees at school. level and they:no

r

y IOnger insisted on confessional’ boards The’ Protestants still
“‘dug in behind'the BNA Act %o, protect their language and culture.

French uni]inguaiists. rather than French confessional

LS

interests, sabotaged Bill 28, since Premier BouraSsa preferred to

1

f await the outcome of the Gendron~Commission before instituting ; ',l

| the repeal of Biil 63 and bringing in a comprehen51ve French . |
language po]icy Bii1 28 would make metropo]itan MOntreal a "‘7"
“ bilingual district, and this was quite unacceptab]e to the
French-unilinguaiists. Cails for constitutiona] freedom of _,' . ‘-rf‘g

TP .’. . ! -

e choice in the language of instruction went unheard, maklng the

H

co-ooeration of English groups on the Island impossibLe

P
”

oy _BiNl 7, December 1972, was essentialiy a temporary measure '\f T s

CE ;”f; "to enable the Island of Montreal to be reorganized into effective
) " j._ 4chool districts, providing for universai suffrage and the A, :
s E E _‘_W,equitabie distribution of the burden of taxation'and of schoo] j* *j:h—

2 *revenues. while leavihg the final question of school board reform |

9 S to the recomendations of the Is’land School Council v ‘, ’ ;_'

" . . - .
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Anglicizing the Canadians was a\first priority after the

Conquest in 1760 The Roya] Proc1amation in Quebec (1763)
intended ‘the, ass1m1]at1on of the Canad1ans, but it failed due to
1ackcof co operat1on frpm~the local adm1n1stration 1 The Quebec

Act (1774) meant re11g1ous emancipatlbn for the French Canadi ns,

1

-

’

Ibut 1t made no reference to language.
Chfef Justice William Smith s proposals in 1787 for free
publie schoo]ing in the co]ony were opposed by B1shop Hubert of

’

Quebec on the grounds that the state was usurping the

prerogatrves of the Church 2 Two years Iater, Postmaster General -

HUQh Flndlay campaigned for the ang11cizat1on oF the Freneh 611"

Canadians through the. free school systen. 3,

In 1801, the, Roya] InstitutiOn for the Advancement of C

Learning created the colony s first pubﬂic system of education.

with the government being responsdb!e for funding and the

- P
\ R

appointment ‘of teachers. The arch1tect of the Royal Institut1ona
Jacob Mountain, Anglican Bishop of Quebec, saw in it a means of
angTic1zing the Canadians, a]thoughtkoyal schools in French ;7
partshes were, - in fact Frencthatholic 4 The nga1 Idstitution

.was seen by the Catho]ic bishops as. a-vehic]e for assimilation 5

v



v

The Fabriques Act o£'1824 authorized each fabrigue, or parish
counci] to devote a portion of its revenue for the establlshment
of a school. Such schools._ were French—Catholtc and had the
backing of theé;%gﬁéﬁz:,bdf they failéd because of publxc
indifference and want of government funding.6 o

1 ' v ° - . -

The Syndics Act (1829) made the Legislative Assembly\the

supreme authority in education and provided for the e1ect1on of

zndic or local trustees ‘to oversee the building of schoo]s w1th )

gOVernment funding * This legislation was also Opposed by -the
. bishops who feared the principle of denominationa],schooiing

would be undermined.’ Nevertheless, by ‘1832, a. third of the -

‘f children in the colony were receiuing’fonmal schooling.8 .

Following the Lower Canada uprrsfngs of 1837~3§,\Lord Durham

visited the co}onies, and one of the appendices of the Durham

Report (1839), propgsed.a common public elementary school system

_/

where religion wou?d be taught without denbm1nat1ona1 bias. The’
common public school was conceived as an agent of assimi?at1on by

iord Durham and‘was condemned.for that reason by‘the b1shops 9

o Lo

.Lower Canada entered the Union of fhe two- Canadas in 1841 as
Canada.East without & public SChool pystem. and when Charles

Hondelet, a MontreaT lawyer, proposed common schools div1ded ‘on .

[
4anguage rather than on confeFShOnal,basis. strong resistance

came from bean-Baptiste Meil]eur, ‘dter Lower Canada s first

’l\y

Superintendent of Edytatfon, as well as ffom the Chtholic
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'8y legislation of 1841, 1845 and 1846, a Department of Public’

Instruction was created , headed by a eUperiniendent of public

iﬂstruction, unthhrough\the princip1e of're1igibu3'dissent.‘ /,//' - ;w

schools were div1ded on’ religious rather than on language lines.-“
Schoois outside the cities of Montreal and Quebec City were L Lo
_classified as common. open to all chi]dren of the district, or- - o

disSentient, open to the minOrity religion only; and not ob]iged

' to accept chi]dren of the other majority fa1th Dissentient

schoals were 1ega11y Protestant or Catholic and became the basis - -

for Quebec's bi-religious schoo{ system, resulting in a de facto

'Ianguaée-based school system.11 ' -

. The ascendenCy of‘the'Catholic‘Church in all fecets of

Frenth-Canad1an soc1ety was a marked feature of the second half

' of the nineteenith tentury, In the 1840 S, fhe Church became the

~

guardian of the French Tanguage and culture 1n Quebec Bishop
Bourget of Montreal he]d uncompromis1ng]y to the ultramontanist
prwncip]e of, the supremacy of the church over the state, and he

was especia]]y fnfluential in having the school boards in’

HontreaT and Quebec Cfty. atthough 1ega11y common, divided on

strictly confessfonaI Iihes‘12 Under the British North Amer1ca -

o W‘-'

(BNA) Act (1867),,Sect1on 93, education was designated the

. exclusive respOnsibf11ty of the provinces, with ghe exception . - 5, ’f;

that no provihcial Iegislature could pass any law which would

prejuddcia11y‘affect any right oégprivilege with respect to the S

denominationa] schools which any c]ass er persons had by Iaw 1n f,i
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1

_the province at the union.13 . However, the enshrining in the

federal constitution of dénominational rights in Quebec education

'was the work of Protestants rather than of Catholics. Aniious to

secure cultural protection, knowing that they would constitute a

mfnority in the new, province of Quebec, Protestants, through

, their representative in cabinet Alexander Tilloch Galt of

: Sherbrooke. obtained the 1nc1usion of the educational provisions

of Section 93 in the BNA Act 14

Immediate]y after Confederat1on, a great Catholic reaction

set in. The bishis supported u]tramontanism* the state must

conform to the Church as a bulwark against revolutionary ideology

fn France aed\Amerita; and against the Privy Council in London.13
- ernéh.Canadians moved . to butld a rural society based on the

‘ ;‘ French Tanguage. Québécois culture, and the Catholic relxgion.lG

Henceforth, politics in Quebec would mean a deaJ between the

r‘Church and the state.l’7 [n the be11ef that the cultural:

‘integrity of French Canada could not be sustained without contro]

. of the schools, the Catholic bishops ensured. that education

A}

remained denominational and seperate.18‘

) Supﬁb?t—fbr Tay"eéecation came from the‘hfstorian Garneau and~

. Organizations like the Institut Canadien founded in Montreal in

1844, advocating - church—state separatfon and- lay public

educatibn.19 However, Bishop Bourget of Mentreal relentlessly

Vj'waged war on the Institut Canadien unt11 it _succurbed to’the
church 1n 1869 20 Not unti} 1902 did: Catholics 1n Quebec,

\ -



pdblic‘educq§1on, and it was not until the 1960"

-

school moverent in Quebec became fully organized. 2l .
Protestants were still anxious about their minority status,
and, in 1869, the Cauncil of Public }nsfruction, which had been
under a Mipistry of Public Instruction since 1867, was diyided
into Catholic and Protestant Committees chaired by the
,Superintendent of Public Instruction.22 In 1875, the
u]trpmontanist de Boucherville became Premier of Quebec and
proqeeded to bring the orgéhization of education into conformity
with the Church by abolishing the M1nistry of Public '
Instruction.23 The Education Act (1875). forma]ly acknowledged

that&each denominational committee was supreme in jts own sphere

of influence and gavefProtesténts'almost carte blanche to manage - .

their own affairs.zﬁ\tThen,,jn the face of a cumbersome and

inactive Council of Public Instruction, the confessional

i“i“ “committees emerged as the de facto powers in Quebec education,23
| By the end of‘thg,cehtury, the two confessional systems were

_ioperating in isolation, with eacg cultural group enJoyingoames;

;t;.: L : complete autonomy. Even ;qﬁ;ol taxation was on a confessipné]" e

_ basis.26 | . -
The curricula of Catholic and Protestant elemeqtary'scnodls

reflected the cu]tural differences between thé two‘systems: the.

e

o v . Catho11c emphasfs on religion and cultural idéologj versus the

o K ’ Protestant emphasis on the secular and the pragmatic. English




culture 30

I'Engl1sh Catholics aJmost on the same footing as the

f‘Protesthhts.31 After‘the Second World wa;, Itélfan 1mmigrant§

was taught for econoﬁic reasons in the 6ﬁtholic s&stem, but
French was purelj optiohalvin the Protestant system.?7 Also,
because‘French’gnd éﬁg]fsh Quebecers saw themselves as ‘
m1n6rifies, histqry'became a means of fostering cultural
allegiance.28 In.ﬁagi, a literature arose which presented
l‘AnglaiSAAS,a threat ;o’the’stability of the ultramontane
society: Lionel Groﬁ?x's novel L'Appel de la Race (1922) found

an echo in Bill 101 (1977). Groulx changed ﬁqw French Canadians

sa¥ their history, turning it into a struggle between the French

and the English, with Providence, in the long run, on the side of

the French.29- Historian Michel Brunet later noted that the
French Canadian school was less a vehitle ‘for social and etohomik

progress than an 1nstrument for conserving the French-Canadian-

The Eng1ish Catholic sdhaoTs came under the French Catho]1c

'SChool cowmﬁssions From the beg1nn1ng, Irlsh immigrant children

attended the French Catho11c school systen, and the English
Catholic curricu]“ﬁ\ugs almost a duplication of that in the
French schools, In 1939, the Catho]ic Committee granted separate

reguiationﬁ for the Eng1ish~CathoIic scﬁoois,uthuslputting

t

‘greatly expanded the English Cathalic school system, since

j Italian parents saw more economic advantages for their children

1n the English language 32 This fact was later to ‘cause many

N ’ a f
- - LY ¢
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‘probiems in the CathoJ ¢ school boards on the Istand .of Montreal. .
Linguistic nationalism is a f'eatyre that has dominated s_choo{ * ; /
board politics in Quebec far almost 30 years. Quebeo]'ing/uiékﬁo - o
netfonalism began in the late 1950's when Catholic o’rgan%zationsm ‘o
proposed QAuebec become politically sovereign becau\se of the ) /‘
threat -of cultural and finguistic assim11étion in ;{or‘,th S | _
America, 33 _— . S :__:}" }
The appointment of the Royeeronmission on National . L ,
‘Developme‘nt in t Ants and Sciences, the Massey Commission
(1947), was greeted ‘with considerable anxiety 1n'0u’et‘>eca. From o ‘ : t
the point of view of Quebec, inter‘vent‘ion by the federal ' o |
government in the cultura] domain’ posed a threat to Frengh 4 \‘", o ;
survival. 34 The Montreal Chamber of Commerce, giving expression aE y i I
. to views centra] to the writmgs of Groulx, articu]ated the A . i '
. traditional perception of the qdommance of the Enghsh m briefs |
\to both the Masseye Comlm ssion and the Tremb1ay Commssmn (1954)

J - i‘ “",p

1
Such briefs Ted Hnguistm natwna]ists in the 1950's to. faH ' ,'; J" .fi 1 ;;~£

- back on the prov1nc1a1 government 35 "When the Massey Commission : ;:,’
. o

finished its work .in 1951, pere Richard Arés, iS Js ed'ltor of the R 3

Jesuit Relatfons, warned about the: Report s impHcations for ',’,) ‘/\ / R

Quehec, especial 1y the ?'ecomendation that a Canada C0uncﬂ P ,“, ‘

".-pomote the arts, 1etters and sc*lences.36 T f o t
" The Tremblay Comnission Report (1956) 1dent1f1ed the ), . ( /
'French Ianguage and culture with Quebec and English—speaking Lo A

/’Canada with Ottawa 37 The Montreal Chamber of Cmrmerce[ whose



overtures to the provincial cabinet resulted in the Tremb]ay

Coninissfon was fnfluenced by Esdras. Minvﬂ'le, who wrote the

G,

‘sectjon on- culture, in the Tremb]ay Report, and by

I Frangoise_c—Albert Angers, both gf whom \yere disciples of Lionel

¢
T

. I |
, ,n tiona]isf. positiohc, thpt the prov1nc1a1 gdvennment fashwn 2 "

i

. .
Y.
¢

¥’
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Grouix.38 Pere Rtchard Ards, as Conmission';nenpber'and as advisor

| t6 the Societé Saint Jean Baptiste de Mo.nt‘ré'a’l (SSJBM); also

strong]y 1nf1uenced the Tremb'lay Conimssion, seeing in it a call
to preserve the: French language and cu]ture in Quebec.39 ‘For the
Trembiay (.onlnisswn cultural cantrol was reserved to the -
| proyinces by the ‘BNA(:Act (1867); the nationalism that resulted
-was centred.solely on, | Quebec' 40 '
: ‘ The so]ution proposed by the Tremblay Commssmn was to "
1nv01ve the provincia] government in eddcatmn, somal we] fare
and economic activit:y.‘u In its br?ef to the TrembTay Conlmssion

( i )\J

in 1954, the SSJBM art'lcu]ated what was to become the standard

1

cpmprehensive policy of defence for the Frenchtguage and
cu]ture 1 n Quebec.f2 The same idea was held by Gedrges ’f{m]e (
Lapalme, who was the predecessor of* Jean Lesage as head of the
provincTal L1bera1s, and who, 'in l959. proposed a department of
cu]tur&l affairs with an Ofﬁce de la- Langue Franga'rse (1961):

move which 1dent1 fied the provinc1a] government as the custod1an

2 of the French language and- cul ture. 43 Lapa]me Was succeeded as

l
Minister of‘ Cultura] Affairs by P1erre Laporte, who 'in 1964 urged

that the government of Quebec assume responsibﬂ 1ty for Ianguaga

55

&
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and cultural development in the proyince.#4
As the Church was decHning in influence in Quebec. there was
a renewed 1nterest in relations with France. Frangoise Hertel,

writing in C1té Libre in October 1954, caHed for cu]tural ties .

PR

with France in order to prevent the demise of the French 'Ianguage
and cu]ture in Quebec. 45 Then, with Charles de GauTie's ﬁrst SR
V1sit to Quebec in April 1960, the stage wasxset: nncreased '

cultural, economic and political relations with France became a )

- standard demand of the nationa]ishsociéties.“@ In January 1964,

~

~after negotiatipons be tween Ottawa and France, the Ministef of.
. * £ ' ' ! '

)

" Youth Paul Gér%n-Lajoie established a program which provided A

\

training for Quebec offic1als and citizens in Pams as weﬂ as’
exchange and co- Operation mth France 'in’ educatwn 47 A so, 1n

“the 1960 -s with the Churc—h on the wane, the rehg?ous natwnaHsm
- ? .

of Lionel Groulx retreated before an- 1deo1ogy that held up the
secular state as the guardian of Quebec s cu1tura1 and prtical

1nterests 8 .. ] . AR

,,‘

 The Rassemblement pour 1 Indépendance Nationtﬂe (RIN). was e '

[

formed 1 n Septemher 1960 to counter Eng]ish Canadian ‘domination” .-

of the federaI civil- service, and subsequent'ly. a] ng with, the

Nouvement Lalque 'de 1a Lanque Francaise (MLF), formed in Aprﬂ

1961 by professional middle class Hnguistic-nationalists. began
attempts to defipe a distinctige Quebec culture, agitating for a

‘department of education headed by a cabinet minister.49 -The .

radica_l,,- L'Action Socialiste pour 1'Indéperdance’ du Québec, formed



, Language PoHc_y Deve]opment

1n Aprf 1 1959, argued that Quebec 3 English-language schooTs mustl

équip ‘their students with. funct‘lonal ‘French. 50 Reforms 1n

education and schoo] board reorgani,;atlon, espéc1a1]y on- the

pr‘lmary language in the province\would comp]ement economic

[

policies.Sl - - : e e

A =

The 1960 s saw a trend back to the myth created by Groulx, as

‘ ﬂarce] Chaput, in his Pourquoiyje -suis séparatiste (1961), said

that in Quebec French Canadians only lived a folkloric ex1stence

in French 52 In. 1965, Cu]tural Affairs Mmister Pierre Laporte

warned that French was little used except in transIation and as

- sueh would soon -disappear. 53 . EarTier, in 1962, separahst

‘ proposa'ls were put forward by constitutional expert Un'iversn:y
of Montreal professor, Jacques Yvan Morm' that French Canada
was 3 nation, and that Quebec should be accordeq statehood.%4 - ¢

, Then, 1n October 1967, Hnguistic nationahsm got a new thrust

when René l&é:e_,que left the provincial Liberal Party and founded o

the Mouvement Sov}veraineté-Aswciat‘ion ‘and the fol]owing year,

1968. formed the Part1 Québécois 55

French had very Tittle status at the federa] level of

'governufent untﬂ Le Devoir publishing direc‘tor André Laurendeau.

1n 1962. called for the creation of. another royal commssion\ to

_study the state of l‘anguage and culture in the country.56 After

13

" Island of Montreal, would ensure that poHc1es to make French the’ o
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s the Liberals under’ Pearson gained power 1n Ottawa in 1963. the
Royal Commi'ssion on Bﬂingualism and BiculturaHsm (B & B
Conlnissinn) was created with Laurendeau and former CBC president -
Davidson Dunton as co-cha'irmen . The.8 & B Com1 ssion (1963- 1967)
 drew attention to the assimﬂatwn of’ French—speaking Canadians |
outside of Quebec and noted the discrepancies in the ‘
opportun1t1es f‘or the French speaking minorities in Canada as
compared to the EngHsh minority in Quebec to have an educatien

R
-~ in the1r mother tongue. The Comission also. called for equal

' treatment for anQIOphones and franc0phones in the federal civﬂ
serv1ce, and recomended that the right of Canadian _parents to '
have their children educated in the officw] language of their
choice, French or English be nationaHy recognized. 57
Subsequenﬂy, in June 1969 Ottawa passed the ‘Official Languages

-+ Act, giving French a nationa'l status equal to EngHsh ‘
’ The Parent fConlm ssion (19&6) said reasons why imigrants |
" chose EngHsh schooHng was the poor qua]fty of EngHsh language

/ educaﬁon in French schoo]s. plus the economic advantages of

- f

EngHsh 53 The Parent Commission held a position opposite to - )
; that of the Tremblay Conln'i szion. Parent held that Quebec could !
no Tonger reflect in 1ts institutians, legislation and culture.

S \the re]ig'lous values of the Fremch-speaking populatfon.59 Pere |
| Richard Arés, education editor for the Tremblay Comni ssion, noted

the Parent (‘,oxmﬁssion faﬂed to take account of the cultural

1nterests of the French Quebec co'l'lectivit_y *60 Meanwhﬂe.
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"other chﬂdren, especiaﬂy Latin 1ninigrants be requ1red to

éanOn Groulx, warned: that the Parent Connn‘ssion 5 recomnendations
would lead to the erosion of the French language and culture in
Quebec, unless cabtnet framed definiti ve' lan_guage poHcies to ,.
pervade all facets of Quebec society, not least, education 61
As already noted. Hngu1stfc nationah‘sts 1n the late 1960 S

were a]amed as demographic projections foreboded 111 for the
French language in Quebec. Begmning in 1958, the Quebec b1rth

- rate began a decline from 28.8 live b‘i rths per thousand to 14. 2 '
1n 1973.62 Alarm amorig unﬂinguaﬁsts rose when. studies -
indicated that by the year 2001, francophones mfght”“account .for

on'ly 71.6 per cent of the popu]at1on of Quebec, and 52.7 per cent

of the population of Montreal.63 "As early as 1963, nationa]‘ist

groups had demanded that EngH sh language schools be reserved for

those chﬂdren whose mother tongue_was EngI sh, and that a” ;

¢

attend the French—language schoo] system 64

A}

L
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As noted 1n Chapter One, before l968, no ‘Iegisl'ation had been

A introduced on the quest'lon of minority 1anguage education in

f

Quebec.‘ The first round of the Ianguage strugg1e was fought 1n
the ItaHan Montrea1 Wburb of Saint Léonard in 1968, where 36

\ per cent ‘of the students\went to schools ‘which taught 60 per cent

bf the time {n French and ‘30 per‘ cent in English. 65 1n June
1968. the Satnt Léonard Catholic School Commissfon resolved that

1ts schools become unﬂingual French beginning with grade one. as’

S0 of September 1968 66 The Union Nationale government, to pacify =

It : f . " . (4
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the Italia\n -comnu'nity, introduced Bill 85 in December 1968, This
biil granted pargents the_ rgi-ght to choose the language of o
%strhction for théir\children'; proposed a linguistic cornnittee
within the Superior ‘Council o Education, ) and- required that
imigrants acquire functional French and send their children ~to
French schools 67 - ' ’ Lo ‘u\‘ “ '
Bill 85 was condemned by the unilingu;lists, who saw in it a
recognition of bilingualism and a threat to the Fren!:h language- ]
and culture, especially on the Island of Montreal 58 The. bill
. was eventually withdrawn and ,re-submitted in revised form as Bill

63 1n October -1969, sstil] granting freedom of choice in the

o -‘language of instructior) but with additional measwes designed to

promote the development and expansion of the French language459
Bl 63 left it to the minister of educatidn to ensure that . vl
. imigrants to Quebec‘\and their children. as we’ll asrpersons SRS
attending English language schools, would have a functional‘
-knowledge of French In addition, Bill 63 required that the

e Office de la Langue Francai se;g(léﬁl) foster proper spoken and’

written French and advise the government on measures’ to ensure
that French be the, workifig Janguage of Quebec.

| Bill 63 received support from the ariglophones, but it was
,,opposed by French unilingua‘lists who argued that access to g

English schools should be 1imited to the children of Quebec's

R 'true English-speaking minority, born of English-speaking

«parents. and that imigrant children be coerced, by legislation,
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into the Freneh ianguage school system.7° Jacques«Yvan Mori’n
7 noted that Bi11 63 cost the Unfon Natignale the goodwill of the e

eTectorate .and had made Quebecers, while repudiating the FLQ, " ‘~~f‘,~:‘;~
'more ready to support ‘radical measures to ensure the survival of PR ”’. :
the French language and ‘cuTture.71 In December 1971. —

- Jacques YVan Morinm, President of the Quebec ‘Federation.-of Saint

fJean Baptiste Societies, again warned that a grassroots movement

-

was deveioping in the province aimed at language po]icy reform 72

In December 1971 the Parti Québécois (PQ) *biocked Montreal o \ =
Island school board reform measure, Bill 28, until an amendment |
was passed that required all schoo] comisSioners on the Is]and ' n
of Hontreai to possess a. working knowledge: of French, and untﬂ ??‘4,'. .
Bi11 63 was repea]ed 73 The™ postponement of the deba‘te On Biﬂ Y ’
'28 in December 1971 and its finai abandonment in the spring of | o -
1972 was seen as a turning pomt in the pohtics of sanguage :

deveiopment in Quebec. In- fact, both Bﬂ'l 63 (1969) and BiH 28
’I ' RSN

(1971) narrowed the debate on language pohcy in Quebec to, schooi s

board reform. on the Is]and of Montreal 74 Premier. Bourassa was

unwilling to formulate a global language po]icy for the provim:e

~until the Gendron COnlnission on the Position of the French 0

Language and on Language Rights ‘in Quebec, set up in 1968 had -

I /

submitted its-final report 75 - " - - L ‘,f A

Meanwhille, Francois Cloutier,“Minister for Cuiturat Affairs, von ‘,::\.' )
' while reti‘ining responsibi Iity for language deve‘lopment, in
e‘ - ", February 1972, ‘became Minister of Education, to ensure that .
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school~1>oard reform-on the Island of Montreal was adapted to the

new language policies expected to come from the recomendations ,

- “of the Gendron Report.76 In November 1972. the Libera]s put down

a language hill 1ntroduced by Part1 Québécoj s parliamentary
leader Cam’Hle Laurin, that. Latm 1nln1grant children attend ‘
French schools. but“that Ehgltsh schoollng for residents of the
province. or for fmigrants from English spéaking countries. not
~ be .affected.’7  The Quebec Liberal Party Conventlon in Montreal.

in- November 1972, adopted a language policy that required all

. future 1migrants from non,Engl'ish speak'lng countries to send

their children to French-elanguage schools and cabmet to act on a

. coercl ve language poli cy before further attempts at’ school bqard

RS

ref‘orm on the Island of Montreal /8. .

- However, ‘the Gendnon Report (1972) recomended thatﬂFrench be
the offacaal language of Quebec, but that both French and EngliSh
-be given the ,status of natwnal languages Gendron showed that
l-'rench was allve and well and not in any 1nlned1ate‘ danger, but
that the economic supremacy of Engl'lsh 1n the workplace was
evident.ajhe Conln1ssjon found that. the language of work and not”
the language of instruction was the cruc1al variable for the

ma*lntenance of the French language and culture in Quebec. The

Report advocated government 4nterventlon 1n language and culture :

wd

and- warned that- the tendency for assimi lation of immi grants had

( .kf . reached%ming proport‘lonS' economllc mot‘lvation ‘was the

determining factor. and the- government must. intervene to make

.8 - ~
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i French the. ianguage of wunk in Quebec.’ 79 ,’ : Co o
. The Gend‘rOn Conmission cautioned that the number of imigrant Ly
J chi]df‘en invdived hardiy uarranted coercion, that the .. . - .
ntr/oduqtion of French as the language of* work wouid be' a better R “
indhcemént to integration. that Bi11 63 not be repealed until its
Mng-term effects were assessed.,but that 1mnigrant children be |
i e ouraged to attend the French schoo] system.30 Although the B . "
~'Comissibn established that 66. 3 per cent of French-speaiu ng
'beopie worked in French whiie oniy 2.9 per cent French-speaking
‘people worked exclusively in Engiish, the myth that the majority
. of’ French Canadians 'iived in French but worked in Engiish. . o w
survived ahd justified Bill 22 in 1974 and Bii'l 101 m 1977 31 ‘
In January 1973, the Montreal Catho]ic Schoot ‘Commission o T
(MCSC) released a study which showed. that siightiy over 97 per ‘ o
cent of the students in its French ianguage sector spoke French Dl
L at home and ‘that chi]dren of Itaiian origin constituted the L N

t T N

iargest cuiturai group. aimost 50 per cent, in its ST

T . : -English ianguage sector. Students of Engiish mother- tongue in
el the MCSC Eng]ish-]anguage sector accounted for 24 per cent. whi le”
11.5 per cent of the students whose mother tongue was French were . '
) _,_also attending its Engiish—]anguage Schools, and only one per. .
\ :cent of the students whose mother tongue was English were o .
attending its French~‘language schools. " In fact; 89.3 per cent of

b the non-French and non-EngHsh student body were in its - ~_'

. o f\‘ English-language sector.az L - ‘ b




T Ine Gendron Report (1972) unged that 3111 63 be retained for,

oy,

i at least three to ffve years to see if a policy of persuasion
- rather than coercion would be enough to guarantee the ascendancx ‘
\
of the French language in Quebec._ However. ‘Jean-Deni's Gendron' |

abrupt}y reversed his stand on 1anguage rights fn February 1974

ff;f -and urged Quebec to change thé Iegislation guaranteeing parents

" .. the right to choose .their children's 1anguage 'of instruction.83

Premier Bourassa, in May, 1974, said his. government had a-
responsibility to ensure the surviva1 and seCurity of the French
1angqage and culture in Quebec.34 BITL 22 wes tabled.in My 1974
1n the National Assembﬂy to make French the official language in

the province and ‘to make 1mmigrants to the province pass,language’

tests to determine whether they would-be e1igib1e to attend C S

~

ﬂﬂgllsh schoois 85 -

According to Parti Quebeco1s par11amentary leader -

Jacques Yvan Morin, Bill 22 afforded the Eng]fsh m1nor1ty more

) ptotection in’Quebec than their French counterparts had 1n the

’ other provinces 86  The' most controverstal chapter 1n 8111 22.

" Chapter Five, Article a1, dealang with the language of “

‘ - 1nstruc¢ion, restricted access to Eng1ish schoo11ng to chfldnen
who possessed a sufficfent knowledge oT*Eng]ish to receive their .
1nstruction in that language.‘ All other pupils, no matter their o
re]igion or mother tongue, were requfred to attend French' '

language schools_ B1i11 22 was to-intensify the climate of‘
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_miefruét in school' board refonnn on th‘e *IsIa'n\d of Montreal.

. Also under Bi11 22, the Régie de Ta Lang¢e Francaise was set.up,

CC

| .French-speak'lng and 62,2 per ‘

Vol ,
education on the Istand of Montr

QUebec' 'uas als

to, pursue act1v1ties 1n the area of terminology ipitiated by the -

. Office de la Lanque Fran;a‘ise. in addftion to awarding’

- -

francization certificates and deve]oping f‘ranci,zat'ion programs

For the SSJBM. the Centra]e Enseignement Québec. (CEQ) and

the Mouvement Québec Francais, Bill 22~,rnotw1thstand_1ng the ' -

.repeal of Bill 63, was a further step towards the legitimization

of bilingualism in Quebec.87 They warned: that, as of September

1974, the Montreal Catholic Schoo¥ Commission.English-1 anguage
éector was composed' of 43 ’588 students, of‘ which 26 per cent were

native EngHsH-speaking studehts, .and that 11.7'. per cent ere - .
v ' h ' Y - *

yere Latin'immigrants.88" The -
MCSC' in June 1974 resolved by | votes -to reig“'htjrt'hat ‘the |
pravincial government be asked to e‘s‘t‘r-f;ct\Eth ‘sh.l:artgqagé o
1 to tﬁhé&Ehg‘)]ishlnﬁhoﬁty ]

resident in Quebec at the time Bill 22 -went ‘into effect. AH‘

other students. including those from other parts of Canada or the
Uhited States or the United " K1ngdom woqu be- required to attend

French schoo‘ls.89

o - PR

‘ T_hat Fren as: 1osgng ground as a language of 1nstruction ir;
ted in Ju)y 1974 'ln a department of education .

study by oemographer Loufs Duchesne~ ’in 1972-73, 86.3 per cent )
of students whose mother-tongue was other than French or EngHsh (

attended English-}anguage schools. the nercenj_:age of 51.7 (5‘,700‘ B

\x.




‘o . a\? students) for the rest of the pr‘ovince rose to 90 3 per cem‘.
. ’\54 900) 1in the Montrea“i area; and French-speaking students in
P L the Eng‘l ish-language sehools on the Island of Montreal in 1972 73
7 _numbered 25,307.90 “ ) o
Language“ testing was a feature of .Bill 22 ﬁhat caused much
' .’uqres_r in tﬁe immigrant comnunit);, Language competence testing
was covered in B%u Zz.ﬁeetidns 42, 43 as follows:
It is the functi’ur/of each éehqol‘ board and corporation
- of trustees w/d:tenhihe to what éless, group or course
any pupil may be ass?gned having regard to his
’ epﬁtudes in the language of instruction', The minister.
; , ), however,\ may, "inh"accorda‘nce with the regu]ations. set
S ' f,: - tests to ascertain ‘that the pupils have sufficient -
- | l&ww]edge of the language of 1nstruction to recei ve
the‘ir ans*tructwn in that’ 1anguage. He may, if need be,
require .8 schoel board, reg:ona] school board or
corpox‘atmn of trystees, to refassign the- pupﬂs on the

L basis of the results of thOSe t:ests.g1

- P ., . - kY

II . v . - N " 2
o h -

Schgbl boards were forbidden to set up. neﬁ classes or hire

-

-
#

, ) k additiona1 teachers for their Eng)ish language schools un1ess
. ) ,,t}tey obtained pnor approva} from the minister of education %2
SONTEE | Education Minister Francois Cloutier.- in' December 1974, indicated

“ H
_‘ [ _ LI ,‘

66

0 R to the Protestant School Board of Greater Hontreal (PSBGH) - wfth

-----



abdut 1,000 of ‘its 52 500 students in Fk;ench schools - that no

expansion would be allowed in 1ts Frenth- language sector,93' _
_? - kMeanwhﬂe. immigrant ch'i]dreo were bemg organized into : Q; .
underground Eng]ish-la‘nguege o}asses to prepare tor the language’
test§.94 The CEQ, ihc]uding ite ]a'rgest member union, ' .

I'Aniance des professeurs de Montr‘ea] February 1975, called on

‘e ~ _its 75.000 members to boycott the tests. CE(f President, Yvon
Charbonneau, said Quebecer? mist hold out for a unified French’
school system with only those whose mother tongue was Engh‘eh
having access to English ’schoo‘lirfg’.g-é Education Minister -

-'Cl‘outier announced in I;‘ebruars;’l!ﬁs that. the government's |
proposed language tests had been postponed -and that. for 1975-76,
BiT11- 22 wvu]d ‘be - implemented wi thout them the schoo] boards
themselves woqu decide. for September 1975 who went to French
‘schools and who' went to English schoo]s % s hoted above,

: C]outier had earher pomted out that Bill 22, Art1c1e 40, if | , E
en'f‘orced, could arbitrarﬂy oontroi the grow‘th of the Ehghsh o

sector and that the EngHsh sector must depend on the popuTation

: whose mather tongue was EngHsh 97

| _ The ncsi: in May 1975. uas the first schoo] board on. the
- ,Is‘l&nd of Montreal to draw up a 1anguage test 5chem&98 o
’ . Subsequent'iy, school boards demded one category could ‘enter with
| _a test, c)ne category ‘by ah ‘rhterview. and adother category |
f'without either test or 1ntervieu. Some - bohrdsr decided they wou]d‘
. accept tfhe” dec]qration of the parents as - to mother tongue, and PR
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otné',boarq;“were testing ererybody.99 Tne Jertme-Le ﬁoyer' J ‘
Schgo? Board; resoonéiﬁle for English and French Catholic schools

in the East- end of Montrea1, 1nc1ud1ng the heavy ttalian B
immigrant suburbs of Saint Leonard and AnJou. reso1ved May 1975.

that in- the absence of evﬁdencé of the ch1ld s abi]ity to take

‘1nstruction in English he be directed to the French sector L

regardless of the language- spoken at home 100 The PSBGM, in May
1975 ‘resolved that the so1emn dec]arat1on of the parents as, to
the language’ spoken at home be suffic1ent 101 k
F1na11y, in May 1975. to bring order out of chaos. the

Department of Education began official testing in the. Ste. Croix. -

Catholic School .Commission, w1th dire predictions 1n c1rculation ;, e

that imm1grant parents wishing Engllsh Ianguage 1nstruction for

their children wou1d be the losers.102’ o ; S

i

' Freedom of cho1ce 1n educat1on was not, necessariiy a basic .

7 - > .,

e,.r1ght,eaccord1ng to. Jerome Choqdette who became Minister of

o 1etter, September 1975 to Archbishop Grégoire of Montreal, ' . -
- charged that parents of about 23500 school chfldren chose to

ducation in Ju1y 1975 after Frangois Cloutrer resigned

L

ewident]y over the ambiguity of 8111 22 103 . Choquette wduld

simp]y Timit Eng1ish enrolment to children whose mother tongue
was English, the first language learned and- stle spoken 104

Matters heafed up as priests from Ita11an parishes 1n a

renounce Catholicism in order to get their children into the\,

PSBGM schools where. they would be made welcome and were assured\ '
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‘ ensure the surviva] of the Frepch language and culture in Quebec. o '/

SChcoTs.1°5 Chpquette resigned %n the-aftermath, 1n September

|

~

of qua]fty Engifsh language 1nstrnction 105' Grégoire told the
Itaifan fam111es who were withdrawing their ch11dren from the - o

’

Jérbme-Le Rbyer§§chool Board that there was no reason to betome C

1nvo1ved~in a ddlemma of cboosfng hetween Tanguage and relig1on. . {\,.‘

N

religion came first, and that 8111 22 was a JUSt measure to o c i;

Reiterating the stand taken by’the Quebec Super1or Council of - T
education before Bm 22 became’ 1am 'in 1974 the Archbvshop added’ .

that all children of Lat1n 1mm1grants shou]d attend French ' PRI f

1975. and about 350 English Itaiian chx]dnen den1ed .access to

i - .

Eng]ish classes by Jérdme-Le ROyer Sohool Comm1ss1on were, at . .
Iength, allowed English ]anguage schoo]ing 1n their own schools ‘(" :
by the new Education Min1ster Raymond Garneau wbo adthorized. the

schoo] commission to. 1ncrease its Eng]:sh ]anguage quota whlch ‘““%;;/,

o ~ B

- - .
- !

had been frozen by Frango1s Cloutier in June - 1975 at the

+ f N ' —————

September is74 leve] ,107 o : v |

The MCSC alleged’that Bil1l. 22's ambiguods worddng and a
Iack of'un1fbrm1ty ;n its app]ication erevented it from-carrying ]
out, the law, that a c]fmate of mistrust was created by Bill 22 in .-
1975. and - that sufficient know]edge of theﬁ?anguage of

instructon' was open to 1nterpretation.1°8 The quota system to | - '

4 -

Iinnt the number of Eng]ish c]asses was regarded as: 1nterference .o

v

w1th the 1nternal administration by both tée Protestant and the

i

Catholic school boards.1°9
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:Mﬁi few\ggildren as possible would be permitted to- attend 2

(4

The fourth education minister in six months, Jean Bienvenue
was appointed 1n January 1976 However. n an election year,l
Bill 22 restrict1ons on Eng]ish«]anguage schooling was to prove

an embarrassment for the leerals Education Minister Jean

‘Bﬁenvenue announced in February 1976 that the m1n1stry wou]d‘takeJ

over the administration of-al] language tests. Children who Vo
scored 45 per cent or better were deemed to have sufficfent
- knowledge' of Eng]ish and could be sent t6 Eng]ish schools, while
a 60 per cent score was an undisputed pass. 110’
Montreal Island school boands set different,standands to - ;
determine'Which child could enter an English-1anguage scnooﬂ

Seven boards announced the m1n1mum marks required for entry to

. their English schools: ‘the’ PSBGM, , Lakeshore Regional Pnotestant

School'Board,78afdw1nf0art1en_Catno]ic,Scthl Commissjon, 45 per
_cent; Ste'Jdmoix\Catho]ik Schoo]'commfss}on 50 per cent;‘ the -
MCsC, Jérbme-Le‘Royer Catho]ic Schoo] Commission, Sault Saint
Louis Catholic School Commjssion, 60 per cent. u ‘

Robert Dobie, Secretary-Genera], Provincial Association of
Catholfc Teachers (PACT),lsaid 1anguage testing was aimed
Ipyimarily at the English-language sector in the Catholfc schoo],'

"commissions and suspected that tests were manipu]atéd 50 that as

\Q 4

English-1ahguage schoo]s since even children of .unilingual ‘
English parents fai]ed 112 when the MCSC resolved in June 1976,

* *

by eight votes to‘seyen, to send;the,456,cn11dnen\w1th test‘ ,
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‘(results_fn the grey'area‘ (45 - 60 per cent) to French schoo]s,
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& group representingrEnglish Catho]ic princ1pals and
' vice-prfncipaIS on the.Island of Mbntreal descr1bed the decfs1on f

as cultural genocide.113 The Association of Cathalic Principa]s

» - of Montreal, in’ alteiegram to Premﬁer Bourassa, said that fai]ure

. \ i v
7on the part of the'gggernmeﬁf/to/1ntercede would be confirmat1on

B thatfit’was c]andestine" cabinet po1icy to stamp dut the*Engl1sh

Tanguage in the schoo] system on' the Island of Montreal as
“efficiently and brutally” as poSsible.114
It was on1y a_matter of time befare a legal chalTenge wou]d
be launched by'the Protestants. The Quebec Association of
Protestant School Boards (QAPSB), in September 1975, 1aunched a . | .

constitutiona] cha11enge in the Quebec Superior Court to the

" validity of Quebec s Officia] Language Act, B1fl 22,. hav1ng .

petitioned\the federal cabinet in February 1975 to annul 8111 22

.or submit the same " e-Supreme—Gourt’of Canada as a reference

case 115 Prime Minister Trudeau, in July 1975, had 1nformed the: o

QAPSB that, in cabfnet s optnion, no prejudice was caused by B111 ‘,~3

22 to- the English mjnority in Quebec, and. hence, no action would ’

be taken by Ottawa in terms of d1sa1lowance under the BNA Act. 116. -
As we11 as Bill- 22 itse]f, the QAPSB asked the Quebec '

Superior Court to declare unconstitutional the April l975* " o

Reguiations of the education minister reSpecting knowledge.. of the

language of 1nstruction. by which CIOutfer devised a quota system3

- so that the ratio of the Eng]ish school enrolment in the province

L."
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‘COuld not‘eiceed the ratio of the Engldish-speaking population to
‘Queb"e‘é”s‘tbtél population. 117 The: 0APSS contended that the BNA

Act regarded Protestants in Quebec as forming a class of persons
which had by law, certaih rights - and privileges to manage and
control their own denominatlonal schools, that Section 93, gave
parents the right to the choice of -schooling on the basis of '
religion,| and that Bil1l 22, Sectidn 41, prejudiced this
‘right.118, The Court was furtfier asked to declare that the BNA
Act, Section 93, .did provide for the cholce of the language of '

1nstruction for denominational school boards and that Bill 22,

7

; Article 40, gave, the mln1ster dlscrlmlnatory rights in the matter

school'board administration. The QAPSB also argued that

they desired 1nstruc¢ion in the English language and hot because
French schools were Catholic and that instruct1on in the English
language was thus an inherited right 119 . ’ o
The province held that neither the French nor the Engllsh
]anguage was protected by the BNA Act, Sectlon 93, as far as the

schools were concerned; -that nothing in- the constltutibn could ‘

, prevent the ldnguistic majority 1n Quebec from legislating their

" and that the BNA Act, Sectlon 133, protected French ‘and Ehgllsh

_in Quebec in’ the leglslature and 1n the, courts ang- 1n the federal

9 parliament, but’ not 1n education.lzo The province further held

' . of the 'language of instruct1on and represented an 1nterference in’

”

Protestants ln Lower Canada had their own scheols in 1861 because’

i

own language as the language of instruction for the provlnce, f?ﬁ~r .



< in the Quebec Superior Court in March 1976 In Apri] 1976, Chief

'Article 93 as a protection for language. not just re'ligion, and

, valid. His Lordship also ruled that a Lower Canada statute of . "

: to regulate the course of - study to be followed in each sghoo]"

‘interpretation was not there. and that under the BNA Act Section

: teaehers focussed attention on education on the eve of the .

'pr‘ovincia] elections. November 1976 During their firs“mandate

. coi'leges or coueU d' Ense{gnement Général et Professionnel "ér, s

- board Jurisdictions in d ne\v and difficu]t perfod of” dec]ining

-.enrolments, ffnancial austerity and mi litant unionism among

o Ay

that the Ontarfe courts had consistently interpreted the said U ‘ w

..

~that Quebec should now follow Ontario s example 121 " S

/ s

The QAPSB chailenge ‘to the - consti tutionality of Bill 22 ended

Justice Jules Deschénes ruied the Official Language Act (8111 22)

¢

1861 did confer on school conmissioners and trustees the “power S R

> -

| but that the piaintiffs had read into this legislatton an

R .

,, imp]icit power to choose the 'language of instrdction “which e,

93. the language of instruction in Quebec schools was simply not

'»'.protected 122 . T . U A

The emotions surrounding Bill 22 and the recurrin% strikes byi

o the Bourassa Liberal’s put the finishing touches to. the ' ’ «_, ‘
Areducational reforms of the Quiet Revo'l ution by compieting the SRR
“Lprovint:e s network of, comprehensive high schools and intermediate JRRENN :

(CEGEPS) and going ahead /with reorganization of the Tocal schooi

Catholic and Protestant teachers. Further resentment surfaced

h .
~h N o



PR when-Montreai L Acadie Liberai candidate and former MCSC

‘ﬁr»~~“ president Thérese Lavoie-Roux said Bil} 22 shou]d be extegded to =

o '

*-,"‘i‘; cover al] Engiish ]anguage private schools which received pub]ic

funds - that Bii] 22 wouid be undermined unless state subsidized‘

°, L the anglophone miiieu. rShe noted that’ Eng]ish ianguage private

schoo]s, the majority of which receiVed 60-80 per cent state

way out of the Bili 22 1mpasse 123

,
C - . ,
.

’ Days before the e]ection, cabinet s_abolition of school

-

s
1 i

¢

Premier Bourassa s prob]em over voter confidence<with many -

A

o rsecond-Tanguage 1ssue. Madame Therése Lavoix-Roux favoured :ﬁ.,
i s

the French system This aiso was the p051t10n of, the Superior

¥

. L ' Devoir: pubiishing dirvector Claide Ryan.124 g',,
a The Parti Québécois {PQ) had previousiy'stated that they

v
TS ‘l

" =7 " -would retain the Engiish-language schooi system only for students
| of Engiish mother tongue aiready resident in Quebec. They aiso
. ;n -gave. assurances that Bill 22 wouid bé‘speedily amended' 'to prdvide

¥

better guarantees for. the French langdage and culture in, the

H

*» province, 125 The: eiectorate opted for a new government. and the

vy k‘.”j' _réign of the Parti Québécois comenced, November 17, 1976. °

c0nf1icting v1ews being offered by his 1eading candidates on the '

. fhnding, offered 1mmigrants and French-Speaking students the only

streaming aCCording to the ianguage tests did not begin to meet

' V

I

T English-]anguage private schools were restricted-to students from'hﬁ

u“eh[i . streaming a}T children except(those of English«mother tongue into S

[SER}

Council ‘of Education of Archbishop Past arégowe, ind of Le :

A

- o



SUCPRN ffnmy amended 128

‘particularly ofi.the Island of. Montreal 127"

iguaranteed the right to use Eng]ish -in the National Assembly and

» Lo -

The new Cultural Affairs Minfster Camille Laurin, in

q,

' December 1976, outlined the objectives-of the PQ government the

compulsory enrolment of all school-age 1mmigrants in the

FreQCh-language sector including children frOm Engljsh-speak{ﬁg\

'countries. the rest of Canada, the_United States and Britain;.

.and a further'eleyaxion“of_the“stafus of ‘French Sfroni beino the

' . e

official language to the'on fficial language of Quebec’ by
April 1977. 126 According to Kevin Quinn, pre51dent of the

‘Association of English-speaklng Cathollc Schoo] Princ1pals of
'Montreaix ‘the intent of the proposed French- language Charter was c

" the extermination of .the English language and culture 1n Quebecﬂ

The Mouvément Québec Francais,' representing Quebec s largest

]abour’and cu]tura1 groups including the Quebec Federat}on of -

Labour (QFL). the Confederation of Nat1onal Trade Unions (CNTU)

and the Centra]e de 1! Enseignement du guébec (CEQ). in ambrief

submitted to cabinet 1n February 1977, urged the Part1 Québééois T

government.« to: wipe “out the BNA Act, Section 133. wh1ch

‘\1n the courts;' to declare French to be the only official. ° —f;
"”{”13090399 Of'Québee. aod to’ restrict access to .English schooling

,fto children of English mother tongue parents resident 'in: Quebec

" when the foicial Language Act, Bill. 22, Chapter Five, was

Newaege 7
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,“Remjniscent of the Tremblay Comﬁiss?on (1956){’u'br1ef by. the
Société. Saint Jean Baptiste de Montréal (SSJBM) to cabinet in :

AFebruary 1977 reminded Educat1on M1nister JacquesaYvan Morin and
Social DeVe]opment and Cu]tura] Affa}rs Minister-Cami]le Laurin
that the BNA Act, Section 93, permitted Quebec unilaterally to
decree Frencﬁ unilingua]ism 1n,a;1;/y}tunal areas which came

" _ ander its jurisdiction, including the language of . instiuction.1?9

e system

“’;5}50, the School -Council of the:island of Montreal, in a. '
resolution put- forwatg by comm1ss1oner Pierre Carignan voted by a
narnrow margin (9 8) 1n February 1977 to ask “the government to b
restr1ct access to English schoo]ing to chi]dren belonging to the

; true' Eng]ishqspegking commun1ty 130 . ) A

In February 1977, however, the Super1or Councvl of Edugation
offered the PQ government a- construct1ve compromise ‘on school

language policy: ~ to’end the testing of five-year olds and to

\

~abo]ish the quota system. Under the Super1or Counc11 3

recommendatrons, the ]anguage of~1nstruct10n would be Fr-ench~L

except fbr Ind1ans, Inuit, and chi]dren whose mother tongue was

e "

English Newcomers to, Quebec whose first Ianguage learned and 'i
still spoken was Engﬁish could choose the’ English language school’

-JThe-same rlght would be accorded to non—francophones

”~

aiready in Quebec for whom Eng]ish was the second language 131

Bl De1egates to a PQ regional con 'on }n Montreal 1n March

LY

L

I
rl



with grade ene in September 1977.132 ﬁressurefwas building on -

cabinettto announce'its’language policy. In April 1977 Cam1lle

: white paper, La politique Québécois de la Langue Francaxse wh1ch

' set out the general prlnciples of the Parti Québécois policy on

language. and four weeks later he 1ntroduced Bill 1, the first

| version of the Charter of the French Language. At the beginning

of July 1977, ‘the blll was wlthdrawn and re-submitted with minor
altenations as Bill 101. Educatlon M1n1ster Jacques -Yvan Morin

said the measure was deslgned to change a situation that no

\ country“ tolerated 1n which lmmigrants could be absorbed by the
'mlnorlty langpage school system. Under the PQ, Quebec would

exercise all ‘the prerogatlves ‘of a sovereagn state.%33 .,’ ;

‘ Laurln s white paper, which proposed a unilingual French f

pollcy for Quebec, placed the provznce 1n a state of shock and
shook. the coun!ry to its foundat1ons.- The white paper said the
Quebec Act (1774) reeognk\ed a French country and preserved the

lan, language, culture and customs of a ‘French country. which

—

jurlsdictional preserve was later confirmed in 1867.by the- BNA

Act Sectlon 93. 134 Claude Ryan, Le Devoir, said Laur1n ignored

. the concrete reality of Montreal with two distlnct linguxstlc, \‘.Z oy

e

cultural and historic tommunities, French and English 135

The long term impact of the PQ language policy on the “‘x: .
Engllsh language school system on the Island-of Montreal is a |
subJect in 1tself Nhile lts goals were slmilar to tho$e of the

-Laurin. Minister: of State for Cultural Development. publ1shed a .

\

v
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0 | - ’ Liﬂhera'l government's Official Lanouagey'h*ct? ('h'?H éé), the PQ
. | ~ Tanguage policy (Bill 1), tabled Aprﬁ? 1, 1977 _was 1ntended to
N eTiminate loopholes and to impose sanctwons to ensure success. o
| Bill 101, July 1977, gave access to Ehg]ish language schoals
to four groups: children whose mother or father received
. primary schooling in Quebec in English chi]dren whose mother or'
Jfather'lived in Quebec at the time of the promulgation of the 1aw
~and who had received their primary instruction in Eng1jsh’oqtside '
L Quebeci\\chjldren, who, in the previous school year had been - :
B 1e§a11y reg%stered;in the Ehg]ish system; andﬂyounger brothers
«ahd sisters of the latter. Temporary residents were covered for ;'
three years, and then for another three years onlys Municipal —j,] _“~T

! ~

o 5 co governments and schooI boards cater1ng malnly to the English T
) ) - ' ’Ah TN -y , - . » <" R
T pub]jc were given until 1983 to conyert to French 1n their U ’\ﬁf ,

. ) ~ official doeument$,136 . o

- Cam1lle Laurrn, in oefehdfng the‘éharter Bf:the Fréhch . .
Language (Bi11 101) in the Natjonal Assembly, held that. the - . o

| - /‘ o assimilation of immigrants through the Ehg]ish school system —
threatened the demographic primacy of French Canadians in the ; F
Montreal area.137 Several hundred childreh unLawfu]ly attending L
’:f," o - English schools were non persons to the PQ Education Minister : l~ - <
/‘ ; -fk E ' Jacques-Yvan Morin - physical]y present in the schools, but as ' |
A o | N _far.as financing or granting diplomas were ‘concerned, they did

IS -
v ~ . .
. Lo~

. not exfst 138

]
N

o B Bi‘ll 101 became law August 26, 1977 making Quebec a

. =t . ‘ L N ¢ . - . s o .
- LEE - . v " \ . - . -



‘i‘;‘ - unilingual province. although the federal white paper on language
. tabled in the Commons two months prev1ously. on June 21,1977,
) 3 . endorsed the right of Canadian c1tizens, anywhere in Canada, to,
M instruction for their ch1ldren -in the offlcial language of the1r
‘vchoice. At the time, however, the SeCretary of State John
) ‘:Roberts, to the chagrin of the English- speak1ng population of ~
Quebec, stressed that the ‘federal document, entitled ‘A Natlonal
iUnderstanding allowed that cirmcumstancés, such as Quebec's
insecurity over the future of the French language and culture,
mlght ‘make deferment.of this principal necessary as the price
,Canada must pay for national unlty.139 ’
. The PSBGM'S response in August 1977  was " to take BTll 101 to
*_ the Supreme COurt of Canada and resolve that children who d{d not.

qualify for Engllsh language'schoollng under Bill 22, but who

. attended Engl1sh language schools anyway, be allowed to remain as

: legally registered 140 The MCSC Englwsh language schools also

welcomed’children desiring English-language 1nstruct1on wh1le-'

.the Alllance des Professeurs de'Montréal alleged both school

systems were breaking the law.141 Jean-Plerre Proulx, newly '
"appointed Quebec Director of the Offlce of- Admissibility into
Engllsh Language Schools, reported in September‘1977 that an
: y EStimated 2 100 pupils were 1llegally enrolled 1n the Island
é | "f : -v;*‘ - school system‘ malnly 1n -the PSBGM and fn the MCSC but that the:
e | |:l ‘;-H:" Jerdme-Le,Royer School Commlsslon was enforcing the law.?42
e \ . "g; : Meanwhile. the Charter of‘ the Fr‘ench Language (Bill 101) was -

79
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found'wanting in the Quebec Superior caurt as Chief Justice Ju1e§‘;.'l
Deschénes, in January 1978, ruled that Quebec did not have the h ':"': @f

* power unilaterally tq amend the BNAfAct thnc]e 133. Directly, :_\ ST

/ Coungil in Apr11 1978, refused to compTy with a direcﬂiVe frOm ~I h }'*‘“

would have bankrupted the PSBGM by eliminating 9 5 miTIion s T e

 of the province would‘bontipue to be in English as well as 1n

“re-think its open-door policy. 146 'The Montreal xsland Schoo]

_'seventeen-member Counci1 votéd eleven to four to ignore the o f';”

the juggmenxfconfirmed: that litigants had:the.chstltufional.
right to plead_in English; that the official version of the laws

‘French; and that government regulations would have to be 1n-{tiilf;~“)'

languages.143. Justice Minister Marc-André Bédard ordered an
, y :

- appeal in view of the situation in Manitoba “which had been

officially uni11ngua11y-ing1ish since . 1890, ‘when the provincial ,\’, T

.government 'simply defied the constitution,144 HOWever, Premier I

Lévesque asked the L1eutenant-60vern0r to sign\an Engiish vgrsipn-

of Quebec' s Official Language Act. (Bill 101)\" S j -

-~ 3 . « ., -

By 1978, a falling birthrate plus the effects of'the French

"Language Charter, migration ‘from Quebec, and: Engleh parents TR

choosing French schoq]s were having their to]] ‘ont Eng1ish o - f- .
Tanguage enrolments in the PSBGM and ‘the MCSC. 45 a1s0; a N
proJected three million do11ar def1c1t soon forced‘the'PSBGM to - "f‘i.[

Educétion Minister Jacques ~Yvan Morin, whtch 1f fmplemented, L

dd?laés in revenues from its 1977-78 operafing budget The 1 o ‘%‘Q;‘

ministerial order 1nstru¢t1ngf1t to ]ower the PSBGM 5 1977 78
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'enrolment‘figure by 5 000 as a way to pUnish the board for Q S :{r

refysing to reveal the, exact number of 'illegal’ studerits

- 'attend!ng its schoo]s 1n 1977-78 in violation of Bi1¥ 101.147 - N

- The province had a r1ght to w1thho¥d grants from the PSBGM

because of its defiance of Bi1T 101; according to Chief Justice (:r;EQQf

Jules Deschénes. Quebec Snperior Court July 20 1978. His

Lordship ruTed that the Charter of the French Language was
adopted through the demoor§t1c process and that the PSQGM had to: _ﬁ,o;;
respect the law. 148 Faced with crushlng deficit& for 1978- 79.‘ c
the PSBGM oted, July 1978, to comply. with em 101~ & decision oo
tﬁat ended freedom of cho1ce for parents 1n the language of ‘1 .
1nstruct10n for their ch11dren within’ the board. 149 ¥

Meanwhile. Gamille Laurin made clear that his wh1te paper~onf~

t | Rl

vculture. released 1n June 1978, was a b1uepr1nt for the cultural. .

future of Quebec: Three of its chapters deaIt at ]ength with the

role of education, and: Laurin to]d & provincial meeting of schoo]

- t .
i H ‘L ’
,commissioners: ch ' S N
o g . , \ o T
P ‘. ? ! 1]

t o V- s
A} ‘,

' The fmp0rtance given to education in our globa1 cultural "

‘&

~ policy comes’ from the fact that, we are canxnced that L niﬁﬁ“

education represents the vehicle that is probab]y‘the : }fsﬂ"i

. most constant and 1mportant for the cu]tura] development

" of individuals and society For Quebecers, it {s one of '3 ';farii
I the rare instruments over which they can exert -an S }‘r
X exclusive jurisdiction. 150 . o

A ' "“ y N
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BRE Educ'a'tioh Min'i'ster Jacdues-‘Yvan Morin also told the oel‘egates

that educat1orf in Quebec must. evolve 1n the 1nterests of French
Canadian 1ang|1age and culture and that pTanned changes womd be
effected through the schools and school - boargs of Quebec 151

A return to freedom of chmce as to the 1anguage of

( instruction wou]d not threatén the p051 t}\‘gn of the French

¥

1anguage in Quebec. accordmg to a July 1978 report prepared by -
one of the province 3 most reSpected demographers.‘ Even 1f ~a11
‘restrictions on choice were removed, English-speaking Quebecers:
wou]d not 1ncrease their }é? per cent share of the province \s \
popu'lat1on by the year 2001, accordmg to: Jacques Henr1p1n,
director of the Univers1ty of Montreal s School of Population
Studies. the . proporton of’ anglophones in Quebec could faH to
8. 6 per cent within 20 years if Bill 101 remained in force 152
Meantime, an estimated 2 100 students were deemed ﬂlegaﬂy‘,
enroﬂed in EngHsh language schools as. of. September 1980 An
extensive underground networ,k had been. created of CEGEPs in
Quebec ahd umversrhes rfght atr‘oss Canada which would accept

'111egal’ school records as off1c1a1 153 B S

* Jacques-Yvan Mor'ln did nothing 1n ‘the way of school board

,' reform on the ‘Island-of Montreal.\ As an expert on.the -

. const'i tution, perhaps he was shrewd enough to reaHze that

oy
f
i
v
N ‘
. N
. .
v, ', MR
P R P

. nothing couLd be done as long as the BNA Act remained 1nta&t and
" that, for the moment, in yiew of the 1mpact of Bill 101. the

system stood more in need of stability than of change. 154.
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»In November 1980, Laurin’ became Minister of Educétfion', and

. the, matter- of‘ schoo] board ref’brm on the Is]and of Montrea]

entered a new stage of coanct In March 1981 he re'(eased a -
study by the Conseil de -la. Langue Francai se - set up 1n 1977-

~ oy

under BﬂT 101 - on the future of Eng]ish-]anguage schaoHng in

Quebec. Figures 1ndicated that, stnce 1973, students fn Enghsh l

~

Pr\teetant schools ‘on the Island oanontre\aJ had faHen by. almost ,

30 per cent, primarﬂy dueufto a 20 per cent fa]] 1n the L K

“

birth rate among ang]ophones, m1gration, and the faﬂure of .
EngHsh language schoo]s to provide’ adequate French language
train‘lng A cpmpar‘fson wi th the French sector between 1971-1980,
‘ {ndic“ated a more pronolunced dech'ne\am'ong f‘rancophone students,
an mainly on account of the faﬂ’ An the French Canadian ,bif.th-;rate}.‘“
‘ Tne'_deeiine in tne"Quebee birth-ﬂratﬁe ‘wa's' seéen to be! the common
‘factor in the dec]intng en‘rd’lments for bdtn school systems,155 .
o \

- - F R

[13

The ‘Canada clause'

In.August:1986, the fed.er‘al government laid before théb .'
pruvinces a proposed Caned'lan Charter of Rights and Fr‘eedoni‘s,
preHm#nary to repatriating the British North America Act (1867)
frOm the United Kingdom parHament at - Nestminster, both. documents

~to be 1ntegra'l to ghe Canadiah cOnstitutwn or ‘Canada Act.

Section 24, the so-ca~lled 'Canada clause'' of the revised charte_r,.‘

§ . : "
, dealt with the language of instruction and applied equally to all .

(:anad‘lan citizens irrespective of their province of residence.




s

K "This section was in di rect conflict wi th the French Language

“~

fcharter. Bill 101, Artic]e 73, which ]aid down the conditions

The Consei 1 de. 1a Lahgue Francaise concluded that the 'Canada

clause constituted a major peril for the French ianguage and '.7

y cu)ture in Quebec and, reminiscent of the Quebec response to the

Massey Comnission (1947), warned that ]egisiative juriSdiction

: '\‘for 1anguage nust ‘remain solely in Quebec hands.1,56 Section’ 24 of

i

the federai prt)posa]s stipulated. .

Ll - a
-~ N ~ PO

7 o - ~
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3 - v , .

i

Eng]ish-—speakihg or French-speakmg minority popu]ation

- of, that province have a right to have their children "'

ot receive their education in their minority 1anguage at

n
.

C ) chi]dren of 5uch citizens resident Sn-an’ area of the

“* - public . funds oi" minority Tanguage education 157 -

;
i

under which parents qualified to gain English-]anguage ‘
" instruction for their chi]dren, as - noted above. Negotiations '

between Quebec and Ottawa proved frui tless and in the end, -

3

Quebec did not jmn the other provinces in the constitutioha]

accord. However, the federal education c]auses remained In the

Citizens of Canada who in a province are members of‘*‘an

' the primary and secondary schoo] ]eve] wherever the ¢

province is sufficient to warrant the provision out of .

N

province of Quebec. it would only be. a matter of time before the -

<

two charters would collide.1~58 L .,’

4
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. | ' / The Canada Act, proclaimed on April 17, 1\%; Section 23
CoTs (Section 24 in” the draft proposals) 1, it, laid down.
' 1 TR Citizens of Canada whose first language learned and ,
stlll understood is ‘that ‘of the English or French
L | 11ngufstic m'lnor"lty populat'lon of the province in which
- . _— they reside. or who have recelved the'lr prlmary school

, N . 1nstruction in Canada in English or French and reside 1n

- - c a province where the language in wh'lch they ‘Fecetved |

N ~ - that instruction is the language of the English or: |
o . French 'Hngudstic m1nor1ty populatmn of the province, .;;’_"'
’) : o ‘have the right to havé their children recelve primary -
s - ~and secondary schiool instruction irf that language in

- thatprovince. . . ¢ B : .
. i, | Citizens of Canada o?ﬁﬁ/any child. has received
“or is receiving p_rilnary of secondary. school instruction '

in E’ngf‘lsh‘ or French in Canada, have the right to have . .. -

+

all their'chi ld;en rec'ejve primary and secondary ischool e

Jofe 0™ instruction in the same language.159.
:("~':’:1' ooty v ?~'24 > '
A - R - .

‘ o There was no mother tongue‘ provlsion 1n Bﬂl 101 to allow
- minority language instruction based ‘on the first language learned
" and st111 understood. Under Bill 101, the right to . - e

~Engl };h-language 1nstruction only 0ccurred when a parent had been

educated in English in Quebec. Also, Bill 101 said that all

L




o L children in a family could have the right to English-ﬂlanguage | \
’ \ K instruction only when one child was enrolled in the Quebec lifl')nli,. ,“}f

" English- language system prior to September 1977.160 _ ‘“}‘Jff"i",uf . RS

The new Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms appeared to
‘ . open up English language edutation in Quebec to all Canadian ’,i ) f‘r‘
- -?7": o citizens who received»their primary education in Eng]ish in ) : :'H:,Ni‘ B
) | Canada.‘ In ‘April 1982, the PSBGM, sought ‘an Opinion regarding _.' C “
o T conflicts between provisions for the language of instruction ‘
k ,;” contained in the Canada Act and in Bi11' 101 151 The QAPSB, in

-

August 1982, began a landmark é%urt case that pitted Bill 101
" against the Canada Act. English educators in Quebec were R
{-~ ‘ ) f-\i relieved September 8, 1982, when Quebec Superior Court Chief uf ';“@
Justice Jules Deschénes ruled thav the 'Canada clause took ’ w:d ?
U' T i’f/fprecedence over Bill 101. Deschénes was particularly scathing in .
;x‘ . K N _~his remarks, déscribing the COntention’that collective rightsﬁhad
) - precedence over individual rights as symptomatic of a j
‘ut‘: fi B totalitarian mentality foreign to- Canadian democractic ideals 152 o
S Parents innmdiately began to enrol their newly—eligible I"‘
;'children in the PSBGM schools, which move Education Minister, S
Laurin labelled illegal, irresponsible and premature 163 The e
. :_ N MCSC was disappointed=with the result and narrowly voted to waft ‘ ‘ﬁ
| *and see if Quebec'launched an appeal;,in which case, the status
quo would_apply‘until final disposition of the case.by the-
Supreme Court of Canada.l64 However, the Deschénes ruling did

\

L .
: o . not affect an estimated 1,500 children of immigrant parents who . . . )
° . \ ! . |

: |

\

i
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o were educated elsewhere 1n Canadé and who had not acquired
citizenshfp 155 Quebec Justice M1n1ster Mar‘c-André Bédard
appea]ed the Superwr Court ruhhg part]y on the grounds that i

t (1982) and’ 1ts

- \Quebec was not a signatory to the Can

accombany‘ing Charter of Rights and Freedo‘ 166 Premer René

Lévesque declared that the federal Charter 0 ghts and Freeddms
1mp1nged on (uebec's exclusive and 1naHen’ab1e r1ghts in ; -
Hnguistic polity-making. posing once more a serious ‘threat to

vl French Hnguisti_c and cultural security 167

K4

schools to switch over to the French language sector. The narrdw
‘majority 1ndicated a split on the board, as Chairman Luc Larwée
‘ spoke against the motion but the vice-presideht Louvs Bouchard
argued that the appeal to the Quebec Court of 'Appea] by cabi net

blocked the Deschénes ruling 'and.‘th'at, meanwhile, MESC parents

‘must obey the law.168

q It took Quebec's highest court less: than five hours June 9,

1983. to confirm that Canadians who were educated in EngHsh

in Quebec. The Quebec Court of Appeal decided unanimously that

Chief Justice Jules Desch@nes of the Quebec Superior Court was

right in September 1982 when he ruled that the Canada Act (1982)
" and the accompanying Charter of Rights and Freedoms, Section 23,

the so-called 'Canada clause', took precedenc‘e ovén\any

: | I : .
In October 1982 the MCSC voted seven to five, to persuade ‘

the 'Canada clause pupﬂs newly enrol]ed in’ i’ts Eng]'ish 1anguage ) )

anywhere' in Canada could send their children to English school‘s: .




k‘?ﬂw‘y ‘l' ’ ) "" ) ) ’ ~/\\.:‘1 s ,- _;;‘ ; "“ .
. provincia] leg'l slation “in the: matter of the language of :

‘»instruct'fon for. chﬂdren of Canadian citizens. It was no

surprise when Justvce Minister Marc—André Bédard announced that

Quebec would appeal ‘the deci sion to the Supreme Ct)urt of Candda, ‘

' " Premier LéVesque v0wed to exhaust every avenue of appeal to
‘ defend Qpebec s constItutional prerogatives even to the extent of

L W“restrictions on English-]anguage schooHng 1n the p“rovince 169

"Meanwhile, more than 140,000 Eng'l ishrspeaking Quebecers left ’

the proVince between 1977-1983. The: Engiish speaking school

popu]ation decline was also accelerated by the restrictions of

- Bi'II 101 and the increased number of Eng]ish speakmg students 'M @

"'.i /

French-language schools, which had’ risen dramaticaﬂy since Bi11

—_

101 became law. as . reported by the Conseﬂ de” la- Langue Francaise

m June 1983, In 1980 -81;. 18,700 ang]ophone students were ‘i’

ow

‘French 'language schoo]s as against 13,200. in 1976-77 -a rise of -

k.

42 per. cent, '179 Bﬂ] 101 a]so erased options for francdphode
‘students to- attend EngHsh-language schools.. In 1980 81. 14 000

: - francophone students attended EngHsh-]anguage schoo]s. compared "

to 24 000 students in 1976-77 the year before Bﬂl 101 became

Claw 7l R A e

\‘!‘ o
\

COntrary to. 1ts brief.to the Tremblay Conmission (1956). the -

Montrea‘l Chamber of Commerce in June 1983: warned that Mo.ntreal_ ,

-~

could not retain international status if it did not restoré a

certain balance in its Tinguistic communities; that only such a

move could arrest the exodus "of anglophones from the province.
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, '1andrthat maintaining Montrea1 s bicuitura] character was, vital to
“‘the city s economic grawth. /The brief also implied that Bill. f
101, Artic]e 73, must be amended to bring it 1nto conformity with fn_j : ;
.. the federal Charter of Rights" and Freedoms.172 P C A
. That Quebec needed e strong ianguage law to protect 1t from “ u~”¥},;%
) ,the omnipreSenCe of the Engiish ianguage was pointed out‘by - ‘,j P |
llf; ;1: Gérald Godin Minister of Immigration and Cu]tura] Communities in ?’ "ft 1‘m
\\\ﬁ/ﬁ“x - October 1983, as hearings opened on the review of Bill%lOl ﬁodin o ‘
noted that French was universally under assault as the language
! of technology and science and /W4S unremitting]y losing the batt]e'f oo g
to English quite apart from cu]tural assimiiation through - : ‘

e Mo ar sea b

Eng]ish language schools- on’ the Island of Montreal,173.

e

- \Bi]l 57, November 1983, was desigried to amend Ba‘n 101to 0
| ailow‘Engiishflanguage schooiing.for children uhose mother or . o

© “father was educated'in a province in which: the Quebec cabinet ‘ . ir uf'
© felt provisions for Frenth-ianguage minority schooling were -
'comparable to provisions for’ Eng]ish-language schoo]ing in the
province of. Quebec 174 As of February 1, 1984,tunder Bill 57,: : PN

amendments. to Bill 101 permitted Eng]ish-]anguage schooling for

2 ' the children of parents educated elsewhere in Canada, if his or

~her province of residence provided French-language schooling
‘ which cabinet judged to be equivalent to provisions for -

KR English-language schooling in Quebec.175 Meanwhile, other

| parents denied access to Eng]ish-schooling for their children

would have to await the detision of the Supreme Court of Canada.
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In Apr’l 1 1985, Premier Lévesque said that h'l S government
would not demand that the’ 'Canada clause be’ replaced by the .

'Quebec clause under Bﬂl 101 Instead he sald Quebec would

4 ~.

negot1ate with Ottawa and the nine other provinces for special
status within Canada. 175 In August 1985 the . Supreme Court of
Canada finally put the matter to rest when it ruled that the L

- (-

| ~ ay

101. The *Canada clause was the- law in Quebec

t

In October 1985. the Conse‘ll de la Langue Francaise reported

that French-»language schools were having trouble 1ntegrat1ng

children who Spoke no French, since the qualfty of second ,

o
}

language instructwn was poor in the French system, and English
was still seen to be the language of economic success on ‘

continental North America Ma,]or problems stenmed from parents

who reminded - their children they were in the French system under )

coercion . Chﬂdren of long- established ethmc comnunities.,such
as the Greek and Itallan, strongly resisted 1ntegrat10n 177 In

October 1985 .however, there were 8 000 francophones as against :

.-

', " federal Charter of Rights and Freedoms took precedence over Bill” )

4 v

e

. 24,000 anglophones in the PSBGM system. 1nd1cat1ng a conslderable )

‘ shift in the demography of the English school populatioh on the
Island of Montreal.178 \

"' As a result of B1ll 101 most educators reported they had
become more open to other cultures. In other words.‘
French-speaking Quebecers no ‘l'onger viewed themselves_as .
_homogerieous .in terms of ‘race‘, ‘languﬁé'ge and religion.' 179

n
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The Liberat Party} eleéted nith massive‘popular support in

o

o December 1985. soon discovered it must exercise caution on the

language question. Nhen.Cultural Affairs Minister Lise. Bacon

* said she was to merge the various language agencies under Bill
”

- 101, ‘the prdposaﬂ:was‘seen’asga plot to reward anglophone Liberal

supporters 180 Jit’issuet in January 1986,"were between 850 to
© 1850 students enrolled in English-language schools contrary to
Bill 101. “In April 1986 _however, Premier ‘Bourassa announced .
. that cabinet would soon grant amnesty to the so- called 1llegals{
% :

Bill 58 was tabled in the National Assembly in May 1986
by{Education Minister Claude Ryan to grant full pardon to the
“illegals. However, to head-nff further defiance of ‘the
education provisions of Bi11 101, the measure announced penalties
for principals, teachers and school board members who still 5

® maintained a cavalier attitude towards the law., Bill 58 made no

“provision for'reeognizing the educatien of those who had left

~ 'school. Amnesty”would only relate to children illegally enrolled

in English schools as of April 15, 1986. Parents still had to
apply for an English education eligibility certificate from their

boards which had to remit the same to the minister, who in

] doubtful cases could make exceptions an humanitarian grounds.182 -

“Bi11 58 became law'in June 1986 and put an end to a nine year -

" clandestine network set up to defy Bill 101. ‘

y N
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. Summary

In the 1840 S, Mondelet s proposal for a common school .
system divided on &anguage Tlines was reJected by the b'ishops
because it undermined the denominatwnal pr‘lnciple. B_y the

mid 18th century, the Catholic Church in QUebec had become the.

. guardian of the French Canadian 1‘angua_ge and religion. Throughl
.. the prin‘c'ip_]e of gtssent; '\séhools‘ were ivided on religious
rather than Tinguistic -Tfnes_. _In 1875 the Catholic -and ‘
Protestant Comittees of the éouncﬂ of Public Instruction became‘
:‘wrtua]'ly autonomous, with far reachmg .consequences for the -

* schools of Quebec S

g For Tremb1ay (1956),. cultural control was reserved for _

'the provinces by the’ BNA Act, and, with the Church decHning in

. mﬂuence, the state assumed’ control of 1anguage deve10pment
L The B & B Conmiss1on (1967) notcd that there were serious _
. dlscrepanmes between. the opportunites for, French minoritles fn

" other provinces and English-speaking minori ties in Quebec to have

schooHng in their mother- tongue, and it reconmended that
Canadian citizens, have freedoin of choice in the Ianguage of"

'instruct'lon. Both Parent (1966) and Gendron (1972) found -that

\1mnigrants chose EngHsh language schoo]s main]y on account of -

.. the, economic advantages of EngHsh

The declining French Canadian birth-rate alarmed the

" unlingualists, and the Saint Léonard crisis (1968), which
resulted in Bill 63 (1969),:re'fl'ected this concern. In \:1971,' the
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Part‘l Québét‘,ois blocked Bi11 28, thus placmg the focus of the

' 'language question on scﬁool board reform on- the Island of

- . Montreal. Gendron (1972) recommended ‘that French be the off1c1a1
languege of’ Quebec but rgotgd that the 1anguage of work _and not’ N
the lenguagé of .inétruéﬁon was crucﬁl for the maintenénce 'of -
the "Ficench languege; He beHeved that the .number of immgrant —
children 1nvolved did not. warrant coercmn : | : L

Bi 1 22 (1974) made F*rench the cffimal 1anguage in Quebec,

subjected imigrant ch'lldren to languagé tests. required school . ‘
boards to obtain ministerial pemﬁ ts to h1re additi'bnal teachers
for EngHsh language sthools, and a]lowed the minister

arbitrarily to control the growth of the Enghsh schoe] system.

In 1976, a Quebec Superior: Court ruling c]arified that theBNA’ .

- Act does not protect the \language of ine’trUCt'lo'n.

Bi1l 101 (1977) made Quebec a unilingual prov:ncé and

~ B
.

i restricted English-language schooling to chﬂdren whose mother or

‘father had reeeived their primary schoohng in EngHsh and who
" were resident in Quebec when the law. was e:n\acted. . A faﬂing \' : 3
birthrate. combined w'lth the effects of Bill '101', migratwn and U"“g
English parents choosing French-]anguage schools had a to'l‘l on
EngHsh enrolments.\ In 1978 the Quebec SUperior Court ru]eqi that .

~ 'school boards must respect_ Bi11 101, thus ending freedom of. .

. chofce in the language of 1nstruction . " o

To the Parti Québécois, education had to ensure the interests

of the French language and ‘culture. Whén the federal Charter of

Vs
l@
. . d
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’IBiH 103 took on. a new meaning In.- September 1982. the Quebec°

»French—language schools rose tmder Bﬂ] 101, which meaesure aisx\

" both~to the English fact and the’hnilingualist cause 1n Quebec.:

Rights and Freedoms (1982) proposed thet Canadian citi zens ha»e

freedom of choice in the 1anguage of instruction. the battle over’

l,’Superior Court ru'led that the 'Canada cIause todk precedence

' A

‘over Bill 101; which ruling was cbnfirmed in June 1983 by the. NS

!

Quebec Couri: of Appea] Cabinet referred the case to, ‘the Supreme
pourt of Canada which. in August 1985 confi rmed, the Tower courts
that ‘the federe] Charter of Rights and Freedome took precedence
over the Quebec Charter of the French Language. Bin 101

The number of English-speaking chﬂdren attending

' Jj erased freedom of choice for French»speaking parents Bi»H .57

‘1(1984) amended Bi11 101 to allow English 1anguage schooling for

'chi,idren, one of whose parents was: educated in a province in.

R ,_'-which the provincia] cabinet f‘elt provision. for French Tanguage

s “l

.'}schooling was comparab]e to prov1 sions ‘“for’ Eng’lish-language

[
. i &,(,

Y":'schooling in Quebec L - o ‘ |

BilT 101 has prdven to be inadequate to the task of quy

b

N integrating chi]dren who speak no French into the French- language .

: schoo] system, since Eng]ish is stﬂl regarded as the language of

¥

* econdmig suc;ess. " Bill 58 (1986) pardoned "inegals" but

penalties weren}bcluded in the measure for officials ignoring the ‘
educational’ provisions of Bill 101 However, the ‘Janguage

‘question is far from solved Cabinet must a]ways be sensitive

o __‘/‘J -
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Chapter Three

%

'THE_ISLAND SCHOOL COUNCIL REPORT

The Reorganization Committee Heafings

Under Bil1 71 (1972), a provisional Island Sthool Council was
formed in January 1973 witn a mandate toc oversee the
reorganization of the 42 school boards on the Island into six

> Roman Catholic and two Protestant boards, 1n accordance witp
schedules contained in Bill 71, and to prepare for the school
board elections, by universal suffrage, on July 1, 1973.1 The
School Council of the Island of Montreal, as of July 1973, was
composed of .17 members, three appointed by cabinet and 14
delegated by the eight school boards: the MCSC delegated s%x.

v

the PSBGM two, and the ﬁsst\one member each.?

According to Bil1l 71, Article 593, the School éouncil of thé
Island of Montreal was to make recommendations to the minister of
education on school board reform on the island by December 1974.3
In September 1973, the Island School Cqunci] set up a
Reorganization Committee under Jacques Mongeau to complete this
task. The Reorganization Committee consisted of: Jacque§
Mongeau, Ba]dwin-Qartjer Catholic School Commission, President of
the School Council of the Island of Montreal; Pierre Carignan,

MCSC; Madame Thérése Lavoie-Roux, MCSC; Michael McDonald, MCSC;

Robert Desforges, Sault Saint-Louis Catholic School Commission;

95
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Or. L. P. Pattérso;w, PSBGM; and Guy Durocher, Jérdme-Le Royer
Catholic Scheol Commission.? _Public consultation bedan in Tate
March 1975 and the Reorganization Committee Report was submitted
to the Island School Council in November 1976, wm‘ch:, n tgrn,
submitted its recommendations to the minister of edugation in
March 1977.

| Briefs submitted to the Reorganization Committee that
related to the language quéstion represented three identifiable — \
groups: the English-speaking community, the French-speaking

religious nationalists of the traditional Canon Groulx category,

and the French-speaking secular linguistic nationalists.® The

confessionat question was found to be of rather minor importance{? h .

in comparison to the linguistic objectives of the vérious br‘iefs \K

submitted to the Committee.b - - - Q:/‘)
.The question of representation for the anh’sh Cathoh’gs, as N

already noted in Chapter One, had been left out of Act 71 (1972).
In 1975 the Committee for the Co-ordination of English Catholic
Education proposed two English Catholic school boards, since the
student enrolment for 1974-75 on the Island of Montreal
represented 72,117 English Catholics as against 67,356
Protegtants] They preferred boards that were homogéne0us in
language and religion but would settle for language boards. As
far as they were concerned, Catholic boards with English-language
.Sectors were unsatisfactory, while unified boards were deemed the

least satisfactory.8 The Association of English Officers of the )
" ' J ; 4N
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0 MCSC made the same point‘ in their brief to theﬁegrganizatikon
~ ‘Committee hearings 'fn/)\prﬂ, 1975:
The English Catholics on the Island of Montreal want
confe;siona1 schools to continue. The English-Catholic
community in Quebec is"highly mobile and expects boards
b to provide an education in the English language
'Eomparable to any other board in North America and in f
harmony with that available to their Protestant
co-citizens in Quebec. Boards cannot operate viable
comunications in two languages. It 1s too much to ,
expgct officers to be familiar'and sympathetic with the
needs of both gt;oups. The requirement of bilingualism

would 1imit the engagement of otherwise competent staff,

+
.and bilingual administrators would tre chosen in relation ,
\\ to the needs of the majority. Both tanguage and
- religion would suffer in unified boards.’
The MCSC minority brief, signed by three English
commissioners, blamed unilingualist commissioners for the MCSC .
1 ‘ not supporting the English Catholics:
We, like the majority report of the MCSC, desire
o confessional boards, but at least one Catholic board on
. O -+ the island should be English Catholic. It is clear to

N
5 i

g .
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\
us that the sole deterr;nt to the creation of such a
’ poarﬁ is, in the minds of our colleagues, the danger it
\could pbse to the “"collectivity." Qur colleagues say "A
bo]itica] chojce-;Zsf be made - an Anglo;Catholic pohrd
1s not recommended chause, while permitting the

justified freedom of Anglo-Catholics, it would favour

_the imtegration of mmigrants into that group."10

Protestant briefg;unanimously demanded that confessional
school boards be retained,wespecja11y in the light of Bill 22,
The Association of fdministrative Officers of the PSBGM noted
that the Protestant school system in Quebec had been corifessjonal
in name only for years and that the PSBGM had ?oné served the
non-Catholic and non-Protestant population of the Is1ané'of
Montreal. They said that although conﬁessiona1ity was no longer
appropriate as a basis for school administration on the“Island of
Montreal, confessional boards did'offer some protection for the
English language and culture in Quebec. They also noted that, ~
historically, no Protestant creed waé.eve? central to Préféstant
school administration and that Protestant schooling in Queﬁec
served primarily a cultural ethos.11

The Provincial Association of Protestant Teachers (PAPT)
warned that until such time as freedom of choice in the Tanguage
of 1nstruct109 was constitutionally guaranteed across Canada, it(

was necessary t%;preserveﬂthe confessional protections of the BNA

.
“
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' Act, no matter, how ‘inappropriate as a basis for thé’organization

_of school boards. PAPT further noted: ’

' . ’
ons of the Pagé Commit?ge.’PAPT .

-

Ever)since the deliberati

supported the linguistic boards as the first essential

- ' stép towards the ultimate goal of unified boards. PAFT

now advocates confessional boards because the essentiai’
"~ pre~condition for the establishment of langyage boards
is a ciimate of trust between' the communities making up
the Quebec society. The present tensions exemplified by
the government's 1inguis§ic policies and Bill 22 and by,
thé hature af the oppbsition from the English-speaking ~
minority and the French-%ﬁeaking nationalists,‘reveal a
'deép gulf of suspicion énd hostility which make the
establishment of language boards premature. Until such
time asylegislation provides guarantees for the two
major linguistic communities to survive and flourish we
are reluctantly forced to cling to such protectﬁonjfor

~ language and culture as may come under the confessional .

guarantees enshrined in the BNA Act.l2

s
2
5.
3

The West Island Macdonald High School Parents' Committee
noted that Bill 22 had destroyed the climate necessary for school
board reform.13 The Quebec Federation of Home and School

- / B
Associations (QFHSA) warned that Bill 22, Article 40, ultimately
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.. gave the minister power to diminish the English scnqol system and

thét languageJBased school boards could develop into'a French .

‘unilingual system. The QFHSA calledifor the status quo, adding: RS

o

-

It is unacceptable that the French-speaking majorft}

want to.impose their culture on the minority in Quebec.
! .

P

R

’ o 4 Reofganizqtion must ensure autonomy for the Engtish
‘school sysiem in Quebec. This co-existence of the two
. ' ’/:Légposite tragitions has been a characteristic of Quebec.
. ' . It remains one of the corner-stones of thé cultural
duality which is Québec. For a government or a
government body to attempt to submerge one tradition by
superimposing upon it the other tradition would be ;n

Y act of cultural aggression of great proportion.14

7 ) . , - 3

-

"The Quebec Association of Protestant School Administrators
7 ~ - (QAPSA) noted thét, although most school boards across North
America were unified on a geoé%aphica] basis, the unique
bilingual aég bicultural character of the Island of Montreal
required different solutions. They said that, given the-

‘political climate prevailing in Quebec, it would be unw%se, in

the interests of the English-speaking community, to initiate

change in school board organization at that time.15

' wThg,PSBGM,'both prophetic and naive, left no doubt where _ - ) -

c " it stood on school board reform given the reality of Bill 22z

[
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’
| ’ QA
“ N )
«




~
:».w
e
'

-

" regards religion and language of instruction as a

101

The PSBGM advocates "the retention of confessional boards %
in order to pnotect.rights which they now ‘bossess. -
Protestant -schaols remain formally and legally e

Protestant because of the BNA Act that protects the C

- language and cultural riéhts of the non-francophone

t

minority in Quebéc Until the obgect1v1ty of the

' maaor1ty on the Islggg School Council of Montrea] 15

-~
assured, Protestants will have cause for unease. A

factor that disturbs anglophones is the indifferent
attitude of §omg Quebec francophoﬁes towards the -

position of francophones in the rest of Canada: the

_ conclusion that can be drawn is that the preservation of

i,

culture, is secondary and that the real drive is fbr

.narrow natiogalism. Parents must be free to choose as

[

historical rfght. We do not advocate unified school
boards becéuse there is a rea] pdssibi]ity th;t it could
afford an opportunity for one culture to impose that .
cu]ture ori others.: The schoo] 1s one of the two
dominant factors which bear upon a cu1ture and the 3 “

S

school board is “the representat1ve po11cy making

: organ1zation of a cultura] group As long as a group

wishes to preserve its culture it must retain control of
its schools. The choice of language.of instruction is.

one of the protected legal rights in Quebec. We, whose

-\
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mother tong&e is English, cannot divorce our thinking ‘
~ from the'Noré%,American or indeed the global
env{ronment. We hasten to sday that in ou; desire to
retain the cultural values so integral a part of the
. English language, we eqﬁaf]y suypport the retention of
‘ iﬁgir owﬁ,cultural values 'by our French fellow Fit}zenga
N . We are concerned that those attempting to force
1mm{grants to have their children placed in French
schoo]s number educated leaders within the1r ranks.
When such people advocate such yestriction of liberty,.

society'as a whole can edsily take further sFeps~into

positions where causes can be jdstifiad even if

N, minorities suffer.-16

* The Canadian Jewish Congress noted that the coﬁfessiona]
basis for the organ1zat1on of school boards was no 1onger
apprOpriate in cosmopolitan Montreal with its high dens1ty of
non-Catho]ic.and non-Protestant popu]at1on.“\Ihey also said that
the cultuzgl pricripies'of the Frenéh and fhe English were very

different and, accordingly, asked for language boards.17 The -

__Association des Parentes des Ecoles Protestantes, the French

3

sector of the PSBGM which came into being in 1967, desired an
authentic French cultural milieu. They regarded the French
Catholic sjstem as an excuse for iﬁdoétrination, and holding the

PSBGM prejudicial to their interests, demanded their own board.18 -
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. “ the past one hundred years, resul/\tﬂlng in two ,1sla;1d school

103
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The Association.des Parents d'Outremont asked: that reform

-

‘ b‘e‘on the basis ;f ulnif'i)ed school boards; that, in each unified
"vboard the school be des%gnated either Fre'rlcﬁ or English-speaking
but be neutr/al in matters of gobfesgionath; and that French
become the working language of each school board on the island,

o
and of the Séhool Council of_ the Island of Montreal.1l9 .The

Fédération des Principaux.du Québec said French must become the
~  working 1arfguag€’/of .U\ueb‘ec and,. to that end, Quebec youth mus_t
first and foremost speak the lariguage and think in terms of the
g cd}ture of Quebec, They a'l]eged) thai the planned informality bf
the Bi1l 22 1énguage tests left up}enty of latitﬁde for those who N
wished to continue the anglicization of immigrants through the
MESC English-language sector.20

The Alliance des Profeséeurs de Montréal said that, for a

democratic climate oﬁ the island, three types of boards were
needed:. French and English-speaking.Catholic and~Protesta_nt.'21

. Le Module des Sciences Ré’Hgieuses' de 1'UQAM, the Social‘Sciences

Faculty, University of Quebec at Montfea‘l. propoéed that "’ ' o
'reo%ganizat\ion -make the school system'on the island adJjust to the

cultural and political objectives of Quebecv soc1ety.2.2 A parent
<

organization, Communauté de base, said unified structures would
eliminate the socio-economic and cultural différences which the

confessional, de facto Tinguistic, schaol boards had bred over

. e
systems operating in almost~com’fﬂete,1solatfon of each other,23 ,

2 "
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- socially, politically and economically.?4 The Saint-Croix o

" Catholic School Commission advocated language boards, making out

_ instruction for the parents was a fundamental right already laid
down’ in the preamble to the Education Act; and that democratic
school board reform, such as Bills 62 and 28, would only fail on

" Montreal, would be prejudicial to the linguistic and cultural

“interests of the "collectivity."?/ ‘ e

R
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The Jérdme-Le Royer School Boardasaid reform should prbvide

* an opportunity for the development and expansion of the French

language and culture in Quebec, while, at the same time, -making
péovision for the-*true English-speaking minority" on the Island N

of Montreal. They added that unified boards would allow "French

~ td become the official language of Quebec, azsitep- that would fL}

‘in with the general plan to ensure Quebec prospered culturally,

that unified boards.vwould be inefficient and undemocratic.25 The .
Baldwin-Cartier Catholic School Commission, an almost evenly o 5
divided.bilinguaﬁischool board, said: that reform should respect |
the fact of religious pluralism and cqltﬁral duality on the

Island of Montreal; .that the choice of the language of ' .

school. board reform must provide accordingly.26

- The Association des Cadres de CECM -(MCSG) noted that

confessional school\boards'allow¢d all groups to protect their

socio-cultural identities and warned that any unified approach to o
Section 93 of the BNA Act. They also warned that assimilationist
English Catholic school boards, especially on the Island of

s by
‘

o .
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English and French Catholic ‘confessional groups advocated the’

restoration of the authentic. éat{\olic Asch‘do]'. and only a

" minority, all French-speaking Catholic, advocated

non-confessional schoo]ihg.' Confessional-groups such as -

Association des Parentes Cathoﬁqﬁes du Québec, Plein-Jour, the B

Mouvenment Scolaire Confessionnel, Cd&rrefour Chrétiefine, the

" Comité Interparoissial de 1'Education Chrétienne de- Rosemont, the

‘ Groupes de vie Chrétienne and others, were, 'first ‘and foremos¥,

interested in preserving the authentic Catholic school, implying
confessional integrity with respect to teachers, students,
parents, board members, and admin‘istrative‘ personnel. Even the

Office de 1'Education de Archevéché de Montréal, while holding

that the Catholic school board must be retained to ensure the
integrity of the CgthoHc school, said that, within this ”
confessional framework, provisign should be made fo}' those
French-speaking Catholic parents who mo ’1/onger desired
confessional schooling for their children. It also held that the
estab]ishmentmof schools for 'others' would servé to clarify this

situatién in the CéthoHc sector.28_ “EngHsh Catholics did not

- have any representative group seeking non-confessional schools.

‘An 1hteresting characterfstic common to the strictly confessional
.groups was that they all askcd t'fh‘at i’rote_stants and those seeking
non-confessional schooling be assu]red of their own language ,
boards, and they were Qenerally u\nconcerned about the

I3

' socio-political a'spiration‘swqfx the "co}]ect{vity."zg
G -
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The Reorganization Comni ttee Report

2

. * Final deliberations began in Februarﬁwmda‘f‘ter the

“Committee had an opportunity to assess the briefs submitted at

the qubHc hearings, as well as various research monographs
commissioned on 1§mguage, confessionality, sqhopl bpard size,
demographic trends, the constitutional question 1in relation to
the bounda.ries of the{ PSBGM a%l the MCSC, and language guarantees
and level of/scr;;oling protected under the BNA Act. The °
Comittee failed to present a unanimous report. After three,
years of C(\zstly and arduous d\ebate, the language question in
school board reform on the Island of Montreal defied so]ution.‘
The' Committee, consisting of seven members from diverse cultural
and C(-mfes‘sional backgrognds,/tended to work from the position of
the; r respective school boards rather than from an ‘island
perspective; a siktuation which resulted in one majority and four
minority reports being submitted to the Island School Council .30
On November 1, 1976, two weeks before the election of the

Parti Québécois, Jacques Mongeau submitted the Report of the

School Board Reorganization Committee to the School Council of
the Island of M(:ntrea] recommending the creation of four types of
school boards: Engh’ush Protestant, Eng]is)h Catholic, French
Catholic, and French non-confessional. The Report noted that the
school system on the Island o%‘Montreal was composed of several
cultura]v and rézligious sub-groups and that almost 40 per cent of

the Protestant school population on the Island of Montreal were

1
hY
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non-Protestant. 31 The Report also noted that although a wide
variety of attitudes had come to characterize Quebec Catho]ig'ism.‘
nevertheless, there still was a majority of French Catholics who
preferred the authentic Catholic school. At t%e same time, in
the French-speaking community, there wvias an increasing number of
parents for whom confession'aﬁty was secondary to quality
education. ] ..
The Report said that, in September 1976, on the Island of
Montreal, there were 11,275 non-Catholic francophone ghi]dren
between the ages of five and sixteen, in fact, a greate;vstud-enty
population than in the Saint-Croix School Board, and also that 20
per cent of French Catholic parents, representing 38,500 children

as of September 30, 1975, had stated a preference for

non-confessional schooling, resulting in a total of nearly 50,000

children - almost equwa]ent to the PSBGM student popu]atwon 32

Hence, the creatlon of a French-speaking; non- confessiona] school

T2

AN
board was justified, and, because of the absence“o'f

non-confessional schools for French-speaking children, Catholic ’
schools in practice became pluralist.33 sStil, abquut 40 per
cent of Catholic pajrents desired the homogeneous. 'authentic’
Catholic school .34 |

The Report‘also noted-that language had gained greater
importance than -confessionality for all groups on the island aqn'd
that school board reform must reflect this situat'ion (.’?5). The

Committee, however, noted that the linguistic and nationalist



tensions in Quebec since the 1960's, and more recently Bi11:22;

©

“made school board reform no longer feasible: the will to change

the confessional status quo was simply not there.36

Eng]ish Catholic parents, traditiona]]y part of the French
Catholic school community, had, because of Bill 22, become aware
that their cultural interests were more in line with those of the
“Protestants.37 Since Eng]isa‘Catho]ic students were scattered
over six Catholic school boards, they were never éertain of
representation on any one boar&. Moreover, they were at a
distinct disadvantage as to services in the smaller Catholic
boards. "Hence, the Report insisted that democracy demanded the
creation of one or more English Catholic boards.38

On the language question, the Reorganization Committee noted
that Quebec increasingly and legitimately aspired to control the
planning and development of its own language and culture and
that, in the North American context, compulsory measures to
promoSszhe French-language school system on the Island of

MBntrg

Considering the long-standing. historical situation, the Report

were e§p11cab1e, justifiable and absolutely necessary.39

~'said it was necessary to grant the English-speaking community of

the Island of Montreal .their own English-language school boards,

de facto or de jure.40 At the same time, legislation must ensure

;hat no publicly subsidized school system, such as the English
Catholic schooTlsector, serve to anglicize the resident or

immigrant population of the island.4l

ot
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The Committee also noted that, under the Official Laﬁguage .

Act (Bil11 22), for a child to have access to an English school,

109

he merely had to "have sufficient knowledge of the language of

instruction .to receive his instruction in that language" but.that
a good numbef of non-English children met this require;ent.
Therefore, the Official Lahguage Act must be amended by replacing
this requirement by that of "belonging to the English-speaking
community" so that only cﬁifdren whose verbal expression was most
édequate]y and usually in the English language attend
English-language schools, while children with French as their |
mother tongue, as wei] as children whose mother tongue was other
than French or English, attend the French-fahguage school
system.42 Again, the Committee found that, although the
French-speaking population of Quebec consituted 60 per cent of»
the IsTand of Montreal, it attracted that same percentage of‘
chilgren into the French school .system. On fhe other hand, the\
Eng]%sh-speaking population, accounting between 24-27 per cent of
Fhe island, received 40 peér cent of the school population into
its schools.43 In.other ‘words, faced with the econamic -
alternative but to impose its poiitical‘w111.44 '

Dr. Patterson and Michael McDonald, in their minority report,

‘held that the principle of parental choice in the language of

instruction was already included in the preamble to the Education

Act (R. S. 1964 c. 233 Education Department Act), and, moreover,

~

domination of the English language, the government would have nQ_,-
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that the Howard Report on Constitutional Rights in the Field of

ﬁf{ - Education in Quebec (PSBGM, 1974) found that under the BNA Act,

on the Island of Montreal, the right to decide the language of .
intruction rested with the MCSC and the PSBGM.45
.
Pierre Carignan submitted a minority report noting that

Quebec's aspirations to foster its own distinctive culture was a i |

collective challenge on the North American continent. He found

that English schools attracted large numbers of French~speakin§
students as well as nearly all those of other ethnic origins. He
_%e]t it was paradoxical that the school, the agent of culture
under the provincial legistature, contributed to the ,
anglicization of Quebec. Cariénan, in recommending common,
unified, non-co?feséional, Frencﬁ-]anguage school boards, alo;;
with Protestant boards, found that a coercive #rench-]anguage
pb]icy was justified on the Island of Mgngea1:46 m
Thérese Lavoie-Roux, in her minority report, recommended 4

language-based school boards as corresponding concretely with fhe
sociological }eality on the Island of Montreal. However, she o ] g

pointed out that Quebec had given itself a linguistic policy

(Bi11 22) making French the official language in all fields of o

social, cultural and economic activity and that the school in
this endeavour was of the greatest importance.4? A minority
-report submitted by Robert Desforges called for the status guo

but with the addition of a non-confessional French-language

sector within the Catholic system.48
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Deliberations'of'The School Council of the Island of Montreal"

The change in government in November 1976 left a cloud of

uncertainty over both the language policy and school board reform

on the Island of Montreal. The Parti Québétoi; had- already let
it be known that it would not be bound by the recommendations of
the Island School Council.49 Meanwhile, the MCSC, on December
17, 1976, voted (eight to five) for the Reorganization Committee
Report, the dissenters wanting all non-Protestants to be grouped
in coﬁmon French-language,. unified school boards, while three
commissioners called for the gtatus gub.50 N

The PSBGM, on November 29; 1976, while approvjnj)the Report
in general, votéﬁ against the recommendation that Bill 22 be |
amended to\make.French‘obligqtory for all children except those
from the English milieu and also called for a rider giQing
‘parents freedom of choice in the language of instruction.dl

The School Council of the Island of Moptrecl, Januar& 24,
1977, -rejected the Reorganization Committee recommeﬁdations‘to
céea£e Ené]ish Catholic and French~language non;cbnfess{onal
school boardé on the Igland of Montreal. They also rejected
recommendations for a unified school system on the island,
Council Chairman Jacques Mongeau, nevertheless, insisted that phe
_Creation of the two additionél school boarqé was the only way to
meet the religious and cultural aspirations of ail the parents.5Z

Commissioner Pierre Carignan (MCSC), in pr;posing a common

French-language school syétem afong with a Protestant system

!



LY !

-

"[: ‘ ) echusive to Protestants, ‘said the traditional confessional
division was no longer economically justified or appropiate 1n '
o view of the socio-cultural rea]ity of metropolitan Montreal. 53
Carignan protested that confessional divisions were anachronistc
- ~ because religion was no longer a div%sive force in society, dnd
that a confessional division was impractical since modern .

a education called for specialized schools, which, for financial

Vg

éﬁd administrative reasons, could not be multiplied merely
according to the number of school boards.%%
. "Commissioner Pierre Legaré (MCSC) said English Catholic
‘schpol boards would -enablée the English Catho]ic.schoois;yo
continue the ang]icization'of non-English immigrant as well as
French Quebec children. He. addea that such.a move wou]d
discrim)nate against English-speaking non- Protestant and
nqn-thho]ic children who were noﬁ ag all brought into
consfderation by the Reorganizétipn Committee except in so far as
%hey might behaccommodatgd py‘the Protestant systeﬁ.55
The Councii voted (thirtqén to f;dr) to reject the majority
report which ca]lsd for a system based on four kinds of school
bo&rds- French Catholic, Eng]lsh Protestant English Cathollc

" and French non- denominat1ona1 ThlS was despite a p]ea by

Jacques Mangeau that only such a school system would 1essen the

’

" tension betwéen language and. confess1ona11ty 56 Carignan's

minority report calling for a system of common unified,

Y

' French language schoo] boards with only the Protestants having

112
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theie dﬁﬁlbqardsa was rejected- (twelve to five), de§ﬁite his

o

argument that such a system would meet a trend towards

unification while at the same time respecting histortc&%*

,’( -

const1tutlona1 rights of Protestants to. their own system.%7 |

: Council also rejected (thirteen to four) a minority report by

. Robert Desforges for a modified status quo ‘and as well rejected

his argument that the Island of Montrea] was not ready for

T

unified. schaol boards. Councx] regected (fourteen to three) the

minoeity‘report presented by former MCSC commissioner, and more
recently Liberal MNA, ®Thérése Lavoie~Roux (Montreal-L'Acadie), in
favogr of language-based school boards. She pleaded that her
proposals, while facilitating admin%stratiVe efficiency, had
respeet to the socie-cu]turel situatioe.58 A motion by L. P.

Patterson (PSBGM) in favour of the majority report, but with the

label ‘English' dropped from Protestant boards and the label

'French’ &ropped from Catho1ic boards because French Protestants,
Jews, Greek Orthodox and other nan-Protestant and non- Catholic

parents had now overwhe]mlngly expressed their desire to stay

with the PSBGM was rejected (fourteen to three) .59 "After hours

of acrid debate, no agree@ent could be reached and the matter was
Teft until the next EeetingL |
Finally, January 31; 1977, the -Island gchoo] Coeneil wound up
three yearg‘of diseussiony For the second time, they rejectezya
'yecommehdation submitted by Pierfe Carignan for a system of

.common boards” which 'would exclude Protestants.%0 Council
Bt p . _ .
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fPresiden; Jacques Mongeau said he would nof‘re-submit his
bréviously rejeéted motion under the majority ;eporE for a éystem'
Bf,fdur boards, English Protestant, F}ench Catholic, Enélish .
Cdfholic, and French non-denominational. Mongeau noted that-the'
maaority report, n fact, conflicted w1th strong pressures w1th1n

) the Island Schoo] Council for French- 1anguage unified boards,
and in the absence ‘of a consensus, he would give hwz support to’
the Desforges nnnorlty report (whfch a]so héd been'rejected at
the prev1ous meeting). 61 Desforges, in re- present1ng h1s ) N
_recommendation, called it a partia] s;ep ‘on the ro§d to”thg |
ultimate goal of unification: whi1é the popu]atidn as a whole-

' was not yét,ready for unified school boards and while the ‘ ‘ ,

—

constitution still guaranteed the right of Protestants to a

. separate school system, in the meanwhile, a French-language

non-confessional sector in the Catholic system would serve as a
testing gr?und for the unification p]qn:ﬁz Pierre_Cafignan said.
" that in voting for a non-confessional sector within the Catholic
scpool\§ys£em. the Island School Coungi] would be taking into
‘accouﬁt the wishé; of a growing pumber of Catholic parents, and
that traditiona] Catholics had, in fact, always asked for such a

sector in order to r1d the .schools of liberal 1nf1uence§ 53

Desforges motion fai]ed to satisfy the demands of the

i

English Catholics who claimed they were neglected in the:

French-dominated Catholic system. Pierre Legaré still.said that

[

"[th ' "an'Engfish Catholic structure would be tantamount to anglicizing
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non-’anglophones.64 Madame Thérase Lavoie-Roux's motiog for a
1in§uist1c system‘got no suppo}t. Patterson said the PSBGM wgu]d
challenge the constitutionality of linguistic school boards,
since.only the confessional §ystem afforded: any protection for
the Eng{ish language and culture in the Montreaf Island schoél
system, especially in times of rising linguistic nationalism.65
Donat Taddeo (MCSC) finally got the vote for the Desforges motion

after'getting an amendment aimed at strengthening the English

‘Catholic position at the administrative level. A second

amendment presented by‘Taddeo calling for improvements in

. pedagogical services in the Catholic English sector was rejected

by Council after Lise Sarrazin (MCSC) denounced the implication

" that the MCSC discriminated against English Catholics.66

The Desforges motion failed to satisfy those who faybured the
defeated hotion bresenteﬂ by Pierre Carignan for common unified
French-language school bpards whi]e‘respect{ng the constitutional
rights of Protestants.k Sdppdrtgrs of the Carignan motion '
'inclyded ardent champions. of the French language wﬁo saw in the

status quo an opportunity for the Protestant system to continue

;angficizing non—Pfétestant, non-anglophone g?oups'such as the

Greek Orthodox, who, by‘law,,may choose between éfthér the MCSC
or the PSBGM, both constituted legally common, open to
non-Protestants and non- Catho]1cs by statute of 1846. 67
Carignan's plan found favour among those who felt the need for .

groups to come together after a century of ‘cultural fsolation.68
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Fears-were expfeséed that the 'new Parti Québécois government:

" would take advantage of the Council's amBivelence and impose jts

own sq]utioe, even ruling the Liberéi‘dominated School Council of
the Island of Montreal redundant in favour of the Ministry of .
Education branch office 1n”dquntown.MontfeeT. Finally, as .
members agreed on the impossiblity of achieving a consensus in *
the matter of refoem, Cquntf] narrowly voted (n%ne to e?ght),in

favour of the status quo, along with afnon~confessignal ,

French-language sector in the Catholic sehoof‘syetem.sg The

“Island "5chool Council ratified this dec%sipn on February 2, 1977,

thus bringing to an-end three years of tortuods debate on the

7ques;10n of school board reform on the Island of Montreal.70 The

vote was essentially a compromise between two conflicting bodies

of opinion within the council - one favouring the creation of a

single French-language unified system alongside the Protestants}

-and the other, the creat1on of further d1v1s1ons to ensurexthat _'

!

each linguistic or denominational group had its own school board .
The Report of the School Council of ‘the Island of Montreal to

the minister of educaf?on was tabled in the prov1nc1a1

:legislature in March 1977, but little heed was paid to it as the

/

“Qba}%i Québécois had already chosen to follow their own agenda in

tﬁe\matter.71 A Report by the'Ministare de 1'Education (1976)

~examining, in broad terms, -the question of school board reform on

the Island of Montreal, and in general agreement with the

Reorganization Committee Report, was a]so jgnored. 72

—
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The confessional question was found to be of hinor-importance
in comparison to the language question. English Catholics
demanded their own autonomus confessional boards and an'educétion
in harmony'with that available to Protestants. They also claimed
that boards cannot operate in two languages and{}hat bdth"
language and religion would suffer in unified boards.
qu]ingua1ists on the MCSC were blamed for the lack of suppor€7

for English Catholic boards because of the threat such boards

"might pose ‘to the French-speaking "collectivity."

Pﬁote§tant briefs unanimously deﬁgﬁded that qonfe§siona1'
boards be retained in the light of Bill 22, although
confessionality was seen as né longer appropriate for school
board organization. Protestants insisted that the status quo
prevai1’until such time as freedqm‘cf choice in the 1anguage of -

instruction was constitutionally guaranteed. Moreover, the

Protestants stressed that the essential prglcondition for unified - .
boards was a climate of trust in Quebec. Meanwhile, Bill 22 had
destroyed the climate necessary for school board reform. It was

also held that, under Bill 22, a language based schooT system

“

could easily develop into a French unilingual system. English

a4

and Fréﬁch—speaking Catholics as well as English and

French-speaking Protestants demanded autonoﬁy. Unilingualists

and Catholics who no longer desired confessional schooling for

1 ' . .
their children also had to be accommodated. \ o .

L
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Othérs asked for unified school boards and that French be
the working language of each board and of the School Council of
the -Island of Mentreal, while language and confessionality be -

decided at the level of the individual school. Concern was

- expressed ;hat Quebec youth musé first and foremost think

Québecois, as well as speak the language of the majority‘{n the
province. ISti]] others suggested that school board reform must
make the school system on the Island of Montreal adjust to the
cultural objectives of Quebéc society. Aththe same time, it was
pointed out that.unified school boards wouid‘he}p'e]im}nate
gocio»economic difference§ and would realize true equa]i%y of‘
bpportunity.A Jérbme—[e Royer, for example, said reform should
providé an opporthit} for the deve]opment and expansion of the
French lénguage while making édequaﬁe provision for the ‘tr&e‘
English minority. ' ' ‘
Tt was generally agreed that unified boards would qllpw

French to become the official language of Quebec. The‘final

report in November 1976 was not unanimous. The creation of, four -

types of school boards - English Protestant, éng1ish Catholic,

French Catholic and French non-confessional - was the choice of
the majority on the Committee but faile& to win the support of
the Island School Council. Almost 40 per cent of the Protestant

school system was- non-Pretestant. There was a growing demand for

. non-confessional French-language schqoling. Linguistic tensions

in Quebec made reform-no longer feasible. ,
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In the North American context, compulsory measures to promote
the French-Tanguage school system were deemed justifiéd. Because
of the long-standing historical situation, it was found necessary
o give Protestants their own schoél boards. The minority
positions included: determination to hold on to protections f&?ﬂ
the English language assumed to exist under the BNA Acg;
recommendations for common, unified, non—confegsional,
French-language school boards a]éﬁg with Protestanf boards and
language boards; and the preservation of.the status quo with the
addition of a non-confessional Frénch—}anguage sector within the
Catholic system. ' - '

K The change in gSVanment in November 1976 left a cloud of
uncertainty on school board reform. The School Council of the °
Island of Montﬁeél, in January and February 1977, was unable to
improve on the recbﬁmendatioﬁs of the Reorganization Committee.
An English Catholic system might perpetuate the anglicization of
immiérants. English~-speaking non-érotestants and non-Catholics
had noé’been considered by the Committee. A]thoudH there was
strong pressure wigﬁin the Island Schoo]'QounciT for
French-language unified school boards, a motion for the\éggggg )

-, quo, including a non-confessional French-language sector'ﬁfthiﬂ.
the Catholic system, was regarded as a qutia] step’ to
unificationm and was. narowly aQOpted. ‘However, the status quo

meant the continued anglicization of non-Protestants and

non-Catholics and school board reform still defied éolution.
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" Chapter Four

. “ ( : . ‘.
THE_PARTI QuEBgls PROPOSALS . -’

e

_collision course with the school boards. Once the normalized" tax.

Parti Québécois Reforms

- A proposal to dismantle confessional scupol boards was among.
100 possible:changes out]ined in the Green Paper released in

October 1977 by Parti Québécois M1n1ster of EducatwnS

Jacques-Yvan Morin.l Morin, however,in April 1978, gave
assurances that he would not turn schbo]ing over to education .
sub-committees under municipal councils.?2

In January 1979, the school boards Iearned they had lost. most -
of thew# property tax rights. In response to municipal pressure, ,
the government abolished, effective September 1980, the right of |

school boards to ]evy Tocal taxes, except up to six per cent of

1

\1ts revenues, not subject to a 1oca1 referendum. Startlng

1980~ 81, schoo] boards would get most of their operating funds »

through goyernment grants and the surtax w0u1d fund 1oca1

v 1n1tiafﬂves 3 Jacques Mongeau, Cha1rman, the School Council of

the Island of Montreal, warned that the Parti Québécois was on a

N
4

was transferred the surtax would follow, and then there would be -
no need for school boards, confessional or otherwise. 4’

Bill 96 (1979) would limit school board powers over the o

-appointment, dismissal and working conditionS‘of their employees,

2
»
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~ as well as remove taxation and property ownership from the

‘boards.5 Bill 30 (1979), which was viewed as another

intimidation tactic, would allow the government to assume’

>

owneréhip of all sehool properties while reducing school boards

to. little more than advisory bodies. Bill 30, however, was

passed in June 1979, minus key clauses which would have given the

MEQ title to all school property in the province, but it
established the right of parent representatives to sit alongside
elected school commissioners but without the right to vote.®

Meanwhile, Quebec Superior Court Justice Roger Laroche, in.

' " response to a request by the Federation of Catholic School *

Commissions, granted an injunction in April 1980 blocking the

"application of Bi11-57 (1979) and curtailing the power of school

, Jboards to levy taxes./ The ]egal ramifications surrounding the

bill were subsequently to compromise the constitutionafity of the

Parti Quebécois schoo] baard reform .legislation, Bill 3 (1984). .

-that school boards establish non-denominational schools; that

k|

The Green Paper (1977) generated nuch discussion -and was

followed by the Policy Statement apd Plan of Action (1979) which

_was not referred to the Superior Council of Education, as would

usually be'thepcase, but was sent.to cabinet after it had been

reviewed by the Comité Ministérial Permanent du Développement

Culturel.8 Morin's Plan d'Action: calied fon school boards to

consult pdrents on schdel closings and orientation; proposed

/

‘French- schools start second language training only in grade 4;
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and‘required at least one member of the parents' committee to sit
ﬁ‘;h the school board's council of commissioners.9 ‘The new
curriculum emanating therefrom became law’by order—{h—council in
fFebruary 1981. A" common core gnrriculum, however met the
nationalist objectives of the cab{net more than thé needs of the
local community.10 The pedagogical relevance of the school board
was seen to b; questioned. Also, the matter of second language
instruction in francophone schools was to divide the francophone '\
community as some school boardg disregarded the law even under._
constant threat of government censure. Six years ]aéér, in the
fald 1986, those "outlaws" finally won approval from the Superior

Council of Education, plus a promise from the minister of

@t

education that the law would be revoked to allow the teaching of
English in French schools in grade one. This move was welcomed
by the MCSC, but, as noted in Chapter Twog such "assimflationist"
Liberal initiatives were opposed by the PQ and denéunced by the
nationalists and the minister's promise had to be withdrawn.1l
The possiblity for non-confessiona1'sc?ools existgd on \\X,//

the Island of Montreal for some time. The Cath011c Committee of,
the Superior Council of Education had, in 1974 published
guidelines authorizing d1fferent types of schools from the
authentic Catholic school to. pluralist and multi-confessional

- schools, and offered recognition to any school requesting
non-confessional status jn accordance\with the law (Article 225, -

Education Act, 1964).12  There were no applicants for such
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schools until Morin's Plan d'Action.
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. Subsequently, in ?ebruary .

- 1979, a school un&er the MCSC, Notre Dame des Neiges elementary’

school, asked for multi-confessional sﬁatus. The schdol 'l

n o N

\ L, )
committee's request was based .on two things: 39 per cent af the

'student population had been excused from catechism classes and, -

instead, took courses in ethics, and 92 per cent of the parents

\

said they favoured multi-confessional 'status, sihce more than 60

’

per cent of the students were from fifteen religions other than

Catholic.13 The Notre Dame des Neiges school committee was

-

oppased by the Quebec Catho]wc Parents Association (APCQ) and,

in Apr11 1979, a mot1on to offer students at Notre Dame des

Ne1ge a choice between religion and mora]s was narrow]y defeated

The Catholie Committee of the

-

(nine to eight) by the MCSC. 14

Superior Council of Education exercised its authority (Act 9, C.

. 234, Statutes 1964) and gave an order transforming the Notre Dame

1

“MCSC took legal action.

: cannot be non-confessional.

. o —
des Neiges school from a Catholic institution to non-confessional

status ofi request from the $chool comm1ttee, but without such
request by resolution of the MCSC.15 The Association of Catho]ic
Parents of Quebec, the Confessional School Movement (MSC)

grouping organizations across Quebec, the Notre Dame des Neiges

Committee for the Maintenance of Confessional Status, and the

@hief Justice Jules Deschénes, Quebec Superior Court, in

-April 1980 ruléd that, under the BNA Act, MCSC elementary scheols

By implication, schools—under"the
R o o T o
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two pre-Confederation‘schéol boards in each of Montreal and

Quebec City may only be confessional.}6 Morin said in September

1980 that the Notre Dame des Neiges ruling implied that unified
boards were not possible on the Island of Montreal and that thé
governmént must find another route towards school board réform.!?v
Meanwhile, a cgnservative reaction was setting in against the
PQ reforms as almost everyone running %or Catholic seats ih the

June 1980 school board elections was backed by the Mouvement

Scolaire Confessionel (MsC).18 On the one hand was the the MSC

which was formed in 1973 representing a coalition of nineteen

© groups iﬁcluding the Association of Catholic Parents of Quebéc

(APCQ), and on the other was the trade union backed Mouvement

pour 1a democratisation scolaire (MDS) which stood for equality

of 6pportun1ty, democratic structures, the directing of all
immigran% children to French schools, and unified school beards
with confessionality a matter to be decided by the “individual
school committee in conjunction with the school board.

In the 1973 school board elections, the MSC had taken most of

the seats in the MCSC and ir June 1977 repeated this record. By

1979, it was clear that although the MDS had the tacit suppo#t of

the PQ. school board reform based on the deconfessionalization of
‘the school boards would not get a sympathet1c hearing at the
MCSC, the island school boards, or the Island School Council. 19

The Notre Dame des Neiges ru:ing was followed by the school board '

elections of June 1980 -~ thfee weeks after the May 20 Feferendgm’

te
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'ﬁe' vote to Quebec sovereignty. The MSC agein made a clean
sweep at the MCSC, thus making it likely that the Island School
Council would for the durat1on of the PQ mandate be firmly in
the.control of those opposed to the PQ secular ideology,
non-confessional, unified school boards, and(the~surrender of the

protections of the BNA Act.20 The PQ, nowever, to everyone's

popular vote, and the matter of school 'board reform was pursued” .

<

with renewed vigour-. . C :
; ' l C - Cy
. ¢ IS . )

The Laurin White Paper

lnstance qua]ity schdo11ng as well as OpttonaI moral and

Jacques-Yvan Morin was replaced as education minister ‘in

March .1981 by Camille Laurin, Minister. of Cultural Affairs, and

-7

cabinet once more tried to settle-the matter of school board
}eform on the Island of Montreal, precipitating'Unpreeedented

conf]1ct in the process The Report of the Superior Counci]'of

Educatlon on Confessionality addressed to Education Minister

‘Laurin, September 1981, said that on 5%@ Island of Montreal there °

existed a definite desire for nonrconfeékiondl‘schoo]s. What it
advocated was not pluralist or multi-confessfonaf schools but a

plurality of schpols. "It said the pubiic demanded in the. first

v

4

re]1g1ous instruction. Further Council found -that there was no
urgent need for change. and advised that the status _quo should be

retained to protect cultural and confessiona] rights.2l

1
. . 5 . [N



Lysiane Gagnen, La Presse, in September 1981, revealed that
-the new school boards enviEageq by Camille Laurin‘would be

composed of de]egi?és from newly-created school councils on which

_parents would predominate. The reform was intended to deal

primarily with the situation on the Catholic side to meet the -
growing demand for French-]anguage,&non-cbnfessional schools,

The Protestant system a]readyvp}ovided for a pluralist

/'environment, but the right to gdesignate schools non-confessional

in’ Quebec 5mp1ied the abolition’of the confessional principle.zz‘

The Quebec Federation of Parents' Commi ttees, 'in December

*L981. endorsed Laurin's plans to replace confessional school

boards by school corporations administered by the parents.23

126

A revised dréff of Laurin's proposals in December 1981 called for .

the ellmlnation of confessional schooT boards and %he transfer of.

power to indiyidual schools, with about ]00 regional counc11s

serving between’ 25 and 30 schoo]s each.24 There would also be

- Tinguistic boards for the Island of Montreal amd unified boards

. with linguistfc coﬁmittéeﬁ elsewhere. Quebec's Catholic bishops

said in March 1982 that they would prefer confes%iong] school

boards but would agree to their abolition if legislation provided

. that schools could remain confessional. Archblshop Grego1re of

Montrea1 sided with the APCQ who denounced the capitulation of’

the bishops into Laurin's hands as betrayal, whi]e the Mouvemént- :

laique de la lanque fran§a1se condemned thg;g#nposals for stay1ng
: .- ‘ o

With confessiona1 schools,25
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Camille Laurin, in June 1982, formally" tabled his pian for . ﬁ
D ’ * hl ( . il
- school. board reform abolishing confessional school boards. There:

] L
~

would be no English-language boards in the province excebf on the
‘ B (/f\\‘\\

Island of/Montreél. Under the Laurin plan, entitied’The guébec

i

:~Schooi, A Responsible Force in ihe Community,’bdards would have =~

administrative and financial powers to act as sérviée pools for
the schools. They would assign students to the schools, hiré
~’séhool stafi, and decide which optional courses would be offered/ W
_ The ﬁumber of boards Qou]d be about 109 inétéﬁd of the current
253, and fost would follow municipal boundaries. Boards would be
- comprised of one de]egatg\irom each school counéii; threé
;epresentatives of the regiongi municipality and a representative ”‘
of brivaie schools in Eﬁe area. Election of ;chooi boards by
universal suffrage woﬁ]d be abolished, and linguistic commigtee§
for angiophone students residing off ihg Island of Montreal would .
" act almost as boards within boards. A school board with at-least:
threg Eﬁgiish—]anguage schools in which anglophones accounted for
10 per cent of the student enrolment, would set up a Tinguistic
commiftee. 'ihere would be about twenty-three such comﬁittees
\-off-Island. Where ihe English schools did not msep that
requirement they might still bé guaranteed a membér,on the
boafd'é executive committee.26

| Each school would be set up as a separate legal'corporation,,;

- and the séh601 council, composed of a majority of parents,

teachers’and in secondary schools, senior high school students,
f

L3
\’\»‘
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" would be r9590651b]é for the régime pédagogique. While school
~boards would be non-confes§iona1, each local school council wduid
: decide for itself whether to be organized‘as‘Catho]ié, Protestant . .

9r.non-confessiona1.27 The whife paper also said that if the twa |
‘pre-Confederation boards in Mont}ea] and Quebec City wished to -
invoke confessional rights, they must-revert'to their 1867 /
~elementary school boundaries.28
Montreal Islgnd would be divided into thirteen school boards
‘Zv five Eng]ish‘and eight French-speaking. Marcel Fox, direcfor 
general of the PSBGM, noted that it would be more IOQical, in
order to meet the needs of the English community on-the island,
to setAup/one English brotestant and one English Catholic Sqard,
each with about 30,000 students, as the proposed couicils would
‘Pé too small to provide adequate pedagogical English-language
- Qupport services,29 Fox also said that sch061 councils elected
wt;y parentg would bg no substiﬁute for school bogrds with maﬁdates(
" “from electors at large: _sthoo] councils would be too small aﬁd
too weak to be eﬁfectivg; and the result would Ee an eVgn more
, centralized system wi;h the decision-makihg vacuum béing taken up
| by the minister.30-
Ernegt‘Spiller, Associate Depdty Minister of'Educatfon‘
fesponsible for Protestant affairs, resignéd,in ﬁfotest only days
after Education Minister Laurin releaséd_his white péper. He -

611eged that the main considerétion behind the proposed school

A

board reform was the Partij Québéco?s visibn for ‘Quebec society:

P
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Those who send their children to Eng]iéh Protestant
) g schools always think that the main purpose of the school
_is for the indiVidual and the family. .The school, for
the supporters-of the wh1te paper and for many in the

Parti Québécois, is for the purpose ‘of developing the

languége and cuffure of the collectivity. Tt is related -
_ to the intérests of the state and not to the intqresfs'

of the family. The chief ‘question is the degree £o

which the school i;lgqiné to serve the state.3‘l J

—

Another revised draft of the white paper on educational

-

reform, outlined in'June 1982, confirmed that Laurin was ~ + , .

* proceeding as planned and had not changed his original intént,

boards and eight French boards on the Island, and, while they

function in English in their internal activities.32

nJacques Mongeau, Preszent of the Schoo] Council of the Is]and of

- leaked ten months earlier, to eliminate locally elected school |

boards. Eliminating all the school boards off the'Island of

Montreal which functioned in English put Engl7sh schooling

off-Island in a precarious position. There wou]d be five English

*

s

would have léss clout than one large board such as the PSBGM,

théy would have controt of English education and would be able to

The eight school boards on the [sland c¢f Montreal in June.

1982 launched a concerted attack on the Laurin refonn plan:

&

i Montreal, said that although there was no consensus on questions

1
ot



<Island agreed ?n four basic pr1nc1p]es. the” school board,must be

maiﬁtained as a ]evél of local government; boards must be

- - . L1

of 1anguage or confessionality, all the school boards on the

%

\
i

elected by universal suffrage because their decisions affected
the entire community and not just individual %ami]ies; boards -
must have thevpbwers-necessary to administer the schools in their
territory; and boards must cdntiﬁue fo levy taxes to }espond to
local needs. 33 Mongeau added that the Laurin plan was man1fest1y
designed to “rationalize" the schools. 3%
Standing against reform were the ?raditiona] Cathol%cs and \
the Protestants. The Association des parents catholiques du
Québec (APCQ), founded in 1966 to oppose the Pa?eni Report
recommenda?ibns for unified schoo]‘boa;ds, now allied with the
QAPSB against Lau:in in the inEFrests of the Catholic faith on
the one hand hnd'of the English language.and culture on the
other. In October 1981, APCQ President Ade]ine'Mathieh, to no
avail, presented Laurin with:der ‘Christian Parents' Manifesto’
containing 60;090 signatures against unified school boards.35‘
Qudbec e;perienced bad times inm1981-i982 with unemployment
over ls‘deﬁ 6ent and teachefs\sqffering salary cuts, loss of job
security, 1ncreased work load, and review of personnel
allocation. Teachers went on strike, o;ly to be fdrced back‘intd

the classrooms in February 1983 under the harsh terms of Bill 111

which provided that teachers could not use the Quebec_Charter'of‘

‘Riqpts and Freedoms againsf charges stemming from the new law.




" The manner in which the PQ handled teacher relations in times of

PRSI

9
{

economic distress. ensured non co-qperétion for the reform on all

fronts except from the most committed partfsan nationalists,36
The MCSC allied with the CEQ and refused to comply with requests
from the ﬁéQ for information on teachers not obeying Bi1t 111.37

The Quebec Federation of Parents' Committees in March 1983 -
again endorse&‘the.Laur%n proposals, holding to the promise of
greater parental influence in school management.:;8 Other
Quebecérs would lose tﬁe right %o vote in schpo] board-elections
but wou]difetain thé burden of‘SChoo]«taxatieh; on which point
the parents' committees hndathg minister seemed equally out of ‘ﬁ

touch with public opinion.39 The largely francophone federation

asked that Bill 101 be amended to permit English school boards to

» function internally in English only and that Enélisﬁ—]anguage

school boards,,restriited/to the Island of Montreal in the white

paper, be expanded province-wide.40 Nevertheless, the Parents’

‘Committees on the Island of Montreal opted for the status quo.4l

Laurin, in March 1983, announced amendments to his White

Paper. Universal suffrage was re-introduced, but at the school

. rather than at the board level. Electors wifhin a given school

district would elect the parent and commuﬁ%ty representative of
its school pouncifﬂgnd its language-based scheoT board, with a SN

certain number of seats being reserved for the parents to ensure

for them a measure of control.. The proposals to make each schooi

@ public corporation were droppéd and schools would remain ‘under -

Y
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fhe control ‘of the boards. Although English Quebecers across the
cccc prdvince would have:their own school boards, Laurin felt they
‘would be better served by 1 ngu1st1c committees within unified
school boards.42 The FCSCQ gnd fthQAPSB informed Lévesque that
the Laurin plan contained the seeds of civil disorder anq urged
caution.43 The boards were not satisfied with the suffrage
provisions, and the Protestant Committee of the Superior Council
of Education questioned the wisdom of uniting Engliéh-épeaking
Catholics and Protestants under the same school boards . 44 C
Liberal education criticsClaude Ryan found unacceptable
Laurin's plan to have universal suffrage réstricted to'the
e]ectioﬁ'of schaol councifs and to have school board members
elected indirecély by the councils. Ryan noted that, under such
scbeme, there would be nobody with a mandate to act on behalf

of the who]e 45 | ikewise, ¥von Charbonneau, President, Centrale

. de 1'Enseignement du Québec (CEQ), in May 1983, warned that the
Laurin plan had a very evident centralizing aim, under the gui;en
_of giving power to everyone everywhére'in\the province: Laurin
N would be the only one with any péﬁér and the schools would became
branch offices.of the edication department.46 |
- School boards, according to_fyrther»ameﬁdments announced'in
May 1983, would be replaced by linguistic service centres whose
boundaries would not be set in law but would be regu]ated by
decree, thus bypassing the National Assembly. Such ~

administrative units would have no protection in 1aw. and their

* N
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" remain in control of pedagogy, the new par{zhﬁ-cor*t"o}‘jed school

133

existence would be solely at the pleasure of the minister.47 \

Such arbitrary approach to reform was to prdve its undoing.

e

~

-Bill 40

Bil11 40, "An Act Respecting PubHc_E]ementary and Secondary—
Education," tabled on June 20, 1983, by Education Mim‘ste;r: |
Laurin,\ effective Ju‘ly‘ 1, 1985, proposed 1?22 French-lanquage and
.thirteen English-language school boards across the province.
Univer:sal suffrage was restored, but under a new formula. For,
each school within a district, one member would be elected to the
"school boardn by all resident Canadian citizens, eighteen years
and over, who chose to identify with that sch/QOII; the same
member to sit on the school council. While the boards would
c‘ouncj] .wouid assume many of their traditig}zai respcs‘ﬁsibﬂit'ieks. ”
There would be five French and three English school boards fo'f*
the Island of Montreal,‘ and the Island School Council, composed
of the presidents of .the eight'new bcerds, would continue to
exist as a co-ordinating body. The French-1language commissions
would follow the same t‘“érritories as newly proposed munigipal
regional countw’es'.fThe two pﬁéqunfederatiob boards 1n each’ of

Montreal and Quelﬁﬁc City would retain their confessional status, )

PR

control of curriculum and a degree of taxation autonomy, but they
would revert to their 1867 elementary school boundaries.48

Jacques Mongeau, June 1983, noted that, with the schools

X
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~in 1982, which obliged bdards to hire surplus teacherslfrom other

‘ : ‘ \ 134,

electing one commissioner each, the public would not have the
same electoral weight and that Montreal Island school boards

would each have between forty and fifty commissioners.49” The

. same charge was levelled by the Liberal education critic Claude

Ryan - that under Bi11 40 each school was to have a
répreseﬁtative whe?her it had 200 or 2,000 ﬁupils, a distortion ;
of the p%inciple of universal suffrage.50 Bi11 40 was to remain .
cﬁntroversial in its complicated system of applying the principle
of universal suffrage. The constitutionality of liéguistic
boards as well as the shifting of the choice of confessional
status to the school committee remained open to challenge.
- At the end of August 1983, the FCSCQ demanded that the
minister either tqbfe the regu1afions that accompanied Bill 40 or ;
: withdr&w the bill. The QAPSB ih October 1983 sought a
declaratory judgment on Bill 40 from the Quebec Superior Court.

In its brief, the QAPSE contended that Quebec had progressively

~restricted, and in some cases abolished,.the constitutional

rights of Protestants and Catholics under the BNA Act and that

Bil1 67 (1979) stripped the boards of most of their taxation

. gawers. The brief further contended that having the régime ‘

pedagogique set compulsory curriculum guidelines for all schools
. in the brovince and the imbosed contract settlement for teachers
commissions, were both unconstitutional. Moreover, the new

" school board boundaries would -exist subject to the pleasure of
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0 Ehe mﬁnister and, under Bil11 40, the four boa'r?d‘s in Montreal and
7 in Quebec (Eity would revert to 'their 1867 boundaries. Fears were
- 7 _also expressed that Bill 40 would become a vehicle for a party
whose primary aim was thd reconstruction of Quebec¢ society, that
a school system would be deve]opéd through which all substantive
" elements of education would be initiated and monitored by the g
mi;ﬂ?ter, and that this had become the purpose o)f the reform.51
” Meanwhile, the Quebec Court of Appeal, in a.split decision
(two to one), October 12, 1983, ruled that Bill 57 (1979), which
Dstrippéd schoo]u b(;ard§ of most of their tax powers, violated the
BNA Act, Sec‘tion 93, in limiting to 6 pér cent the taxing powers
of constitutionally-protecfed bodrds. The decision called into
question the constitutionality of Bill 40 in respect to the two
pre-Confederation boards in Montreal and Quebec City.52
’Insteéd of entirely abolishing locally elected boards, Biil
40 would slimp]y remove their authority to develop educational
policy. Future school boards would be exclusively preoccupied
with manadement tasks.53 On the other hand, the minister's role
\ was increased. He was‘to establish the program of study,
authbrizg text books, set proviﬁcia] exams, issue or revoke
teaching permits, and establish cherules for the allocation of
funds os)er which he could exercise extraordinary discretianary
powers.% Either by law or through regulation, the minister

< - , could intervene in almost any issue regarding the schools.55

g} Ih July 1983, Supgrior Court Justice Jeanfrovost ruled that h

b -
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for reform, did not exist.56
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guarantees under the BNA Act Section §3idid not app]yﬁto Nouvelle
Querbes elementary school in Qutremont under the Ste-Croix échoo]~
Board. By implication, as far as Montreai was concerned,‘the
pre-ConfedeFation confessional guarantees confirmed by the BNA
Agt applied only to the PSBGM and the MCSC.

A brief prepared by the McGill University Faculty of

Education in November 1983 was critical of Bill 40, but_the

. approval it gave to the thinking behind the proposed legislation

stood in disagreement with the views expressed by the Montreal

- Tsland school boards, the Island School pounci1 of the Island of

Montreal, and the QAPSB. The McGill brief declared that

" confessional boards were no longer appropriate and did not

prov{de for the diversity of modern Quebec society. While.
supporting .the proposal for an educational system structured
along linguistic lines, the brief said that, in the
French-language community, there was considerable pluratism, but
Fhat. in ce}tain areas, the daﬁgers of conflict over confessional
rights were still present. The brief, however, noted that the
prevailing political climate ip the ﬁrovince did not present the
most promising moment for change: there had been too many
unpopular weasures affecting school boards in the recent past,
and now, the optimism, confidence and co-operation, prerequisite
o

” Legislature committee hearings on Bill 40 began in January
N )

1984. Executives of tng)FCSCQ. the QAPSB, and of the Island
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Lilﬁ; o School Council accused Laurin of bad faith in organizing the .
’ "héar}ﬁgs,.as, out of almost 250 briefs fubmitted,,on1y 78 groups -
| " were invited to appear, and, o% mére than 250 school commissions
in the province, only 25 would be heard.® The MCSC with 107,000‘
students was the Targest school commission in Canada, but, under
Bill 40, it woufébbe reduced to fewer than 10 schools with about
5,000 pupils. .Chairman Marcel ﬁarent told the hearing that the
MCSC's success had, in large part, been the result of its size{
more than 90 per cent of the educational programs in Quebec since
*1960 were deve]oped and piltoted by the MCSC, and its
dismemberment would serve only the interests of MEQ
- bureaucrats.58 William Bedwell, an aide tg Laurin whose
appointment to the Superior Council of Education by Ehe PQ
remained controversial, reminded the QAPSB that, in their 19§8
brief to the Pagé Committee, they had asked for a dual language
, education system - therkey proposal in Bill 40.%9
5 Lise Bissonnette of Le Devoir, January 1984, said Laurin's
attitude at the hearings on Bill 40 amounted to gross contempt,
as if boérds wishing to be heard were of no account .60 Tge
Protestant Committee, unlike the Catholic Committee of the
Superiger Council of Education, rejected Bill 40. Laurin was alsb
accused by Constance Middleton-Hope chairman of the Protestanf e
Committee of treating her committee with contempt. She warmed
that he would have the same attitude towards the structures

%[3? , proposed under Bill 40.61 Jean-Guy Debuc of La Presse alleged

A

~
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that BiT1l 40 served an option of the minister and of the Parti
Québécois rather than the‘population of Quebec and‘that the bill
represented a move in the direction of oh‘garchy,62

F_Layrin brushed off a brief from Quebec's lérgest'grodp of
sch601 boards, the FCSCQ, as herely demonsﬁrating an insatiable.
need for power.63 The federation, however, would approve of
constitutionally guaranteed 1ingui§tic boards. 54 CEQ President
Yvon Charbonneau called for the withdrawal of Bill 40, sqyinﬁ
fhgt.the new school councils were an unnecessary fragmented
tﬁird-]evel authority“in competition with the school commissions
meant to ensure that no one would have power except the ministi?
and that centralization under the guise of decentralization, not

deconfessionalization, was at the heart of the reform.65

* The MCSC Central Parents' Committee, representing 177

~ French sector school committees, supported Bill 40 in January

1984366 MCSC Chairman Marcel Parent said that not all parents
were willing or competent to assume the duties given to the

school counéils under the bil1.67 Moreover, the MCSC would

‘challenge Bill 40 in the courts, since thereby its confessional

. status would be confined to its boundaries of 1846-67. Rddrigue
' » e N .

Dubé, President, Alliance des Professeurs de Montréal, noted thac: -

the unity of diverse groups’against Bill 40 was a first in Quebec

“and a phenomenon worth observing.68

Jacques Mongeau Chairman of the Scheol Council of tbe Ls]and‘

of Montrea]ﬁtoId the hearing in January 1984 that Bill 40 would. -
. ! 4

t




: ~"° guaranteed Canadian citizens the right of choice in the language’
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. turn the Island School Council inta a puppet and enable the .

minister to arrbgate unto himself bpntro] of public Schoofing on

i

the islandx69 Liberal education critic Claude Ryan also said .

~ that an objective of Bill 40 was to enable the Parti Québécois 'to

~ cont?dl the Liberal-dominated Island School Coupc%l while |
é]iminating strong confessional.school boards tFaditiona]ly
unsympafhetic to the nationalist, o]igarchié perspective.’0 |

In January 1984, Lau;in said he would like to see thelBNA'

Act, Section 93 (Constitution Act, 1982), amended to proteét
language 1nstead of confessionality and WOu1é'be w%?]ing to
discuss such prbposa]s with Ottawa. Lévesgue, however, did Hot
accept the new Canadian congtitution; and Quebec was not a |
signatory thereto.71' Liberal jﬁsiice}pr1tic Herbert Marx said

Y

,"that the Canada Act (1982), Section 23 - the ‘Canada’ clause' P .

of instruction for their children anywhere in Canada.’?

A goalition of scgggl commisSioﬁers and‘directoks’of the MCSC
urged Education Minister Laurin to withdraw Bill 40 and appoint}a(
. ,Royal Commission to solve the‘problem of reform.’3 Four weeks of
National Assembly hearingé\convfnéed Laurin®in Febnué?y 1984 that
rBi]] 40 needed revision. - His of?eé to rewrite the bill was all
welcome gesturé. Meanwhile, the newspapers speculatéd on whom

_Lévesque might have on the sidelines to take over the education
. -

. portfalio, giving cabinet a graceful exit. The collapse of Bi1i

40 once mére vindicated Section 93 of the BNA Act as a bulwark
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ﬂaga%nst arbitrary attempts at school board refoﬁm’bn the I;]an¢
\ . oy

of Montreal. Bi11 40 was more sympathetic to\nationa]fst

sensitivfties than to the demands of the sitqation.74

!
|

AY

-In MapchA1984./Léve§que announced the appointment .of Yves

M \

Béruﬁé - the tenth education minister since Gérin-Lajoie to deal

with school board reform on the Island of Montreal - to preside

over the strategic retreat of Bill 40. Bérubé announced in May'
1984 that Bill 40 would be shelved foé at least a year, puéhing
back the possible iﬁp]eﬁéntgtion of reform to just months before
the proviﬁciq] e]ectidﬁ, af(the)latest, April 1986. Bill. 3 in

the fall of 1984 proposed province-wide language-based schoo]

baards, with confessionality a matter for the individual school,

to be 1n operation by July 1, 1986. Also, uﬁﬁer Bill 3, the

‘confessional guarantees of the BNA Act, Section 93, applied to

the pre-Confederation boards in Montreal and. Quebec City with o
respect to their 1867 e]émentary school boundaries.

Aécording to modifications to-Bill 40, the‘principa]*would be

‘directly responsible to the school board, and teachers would
‘decide on pedagogy. The school council would remain an.advisory

body. The territories of the PSBGM and the MCSC would be left

intact, g?d the powers of the Island Schop].ﬁounci] would be thé

same as under Bi11 71 (1972). Bill 3 would create, within each

- school board, school councils 'made up of parents, teachers and

A
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‘other schoo] staff with a specific decision-making and advisory .

role in regard to. the operation of. the school. In addition,

there would still be a parents' committee to advise the school

council. There would also be.an education committee composed of

‘teachers having a certain pedagogical and advisory function.

School board§"were no longer service co-operatives, as under Bi]]

40, and the1r status as managers of the system was restored.

' Two-thirds of the comm1ssioners were to be elected by universal

suffrage and one-third from the parents on the schoo1 councils.?5

The CEQ found unacceptable the contradiction’thaﬁ schools

could be common and confessional at_the same time.76 English

,Catholic representatives supported the move to autonomqﬁs

language boarés provided they had guarantees that their schoo]s

_be confe551ona11y authent1c and not just ‘schools where religious

1nstruction was aval]able 77 Pr1nc1pals, board adm1n1strators

and commissioners complained about the proliferation of

_committees at:the school and board level.”8 There was concern

for the fragility of language rights under Bill 3, as well as' for

the bill's constitutionality in the light of Bill 57 (1979),

which, as noted above, had been déc]ared'unconstitutiona] by .the’

Quebec Superior Court.’9 At Teast 80 per cent of the groups

hegrd/urged the government to test the constitutionality of Bill

3 in the courts before it became 1aw.80 The PSBGM petitioned for

a‘declaratory. judgment on the 5?11, and asked that the status of.

school boards under the BNA Act be &larified, once and for all.8l.



_ territories and boundaries of the new language boards.82

. school boards - which finally achieved consensus that there be
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The National Assembly's éducation committee Eombleted public
hearings oﬁ Bill 3 in mid-Novgmber‘i984, and the measure which
created nine English and 120 French-language school, boards iﬁ the
province and left the decision as to the school's confessional
status to the school council became law on December 20, 1984.f

Bi11 3, Articles 447-477, came into force in December 1984,

‘empowering -the minister to pass regulations governing the régimes

pédagogiques, school finance, pupil transportation; conditions

forremployment of non-unionized personnel, teacher
qualifications, and special education services. Also, by March

1, 1985, the minister had to publish in ‘the Official Gazette the

4

In February 1985, it seeméd that English-speaking Montrealers’
would eqd up with two school boards if Bill 3 survived in the
courts. The Quebec Superior Court was told by therQAPSB in April
1985 that it yag imposgib1e to reconcile the\pedagogicél
objectives of Cathoiics\and Protestants undgr oné Eﬁglish
language administration.83 Montreal Island's school boards
boycotted discussion on the new boundaries and, from the start,
cha]]enged the constitutionality of Bilﬁ 3. The latest edgcation
ﬁinistet. Francois Gendron, consulted the 'The Group of Seven' -

formed in 1982 by McGill education faculty, teacher unions, and

two English boards for the Island of Montréa].84 The boards did

not co-operate and, in April 1985, éuy Dozois, Director General

o e e
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of the'Montreal Directorate of the MEQ, asked the group to core

up with boundary proposals to be in effect in July 1986.85

L

Bill 29

In April 1985, Francgois Gendron tabled Bill 29 to amend
Bill 3 because, also on December 20, 1984, the day BiTl 3 became '

law, the Supreme Court of Canada upheld the Quebec Court of

" Appeal ruling that Bill 57 (1979) was ultra vires in réspeét to

pre-Confederation school boards in Quebec. Since the courts ¥
upheld the QAPSB position that Bill 57 would allow ' o
non-Protestants and non-Catholics in Montreal to vote in
refergnda should the Island Séh001 Council grant leave to‘ghe

PSBGM and the MCSC to exceed the six per cent ceiling on tax

OJ » ’ ! 3 3 ' . - '
* revenues, and, since the Supreme Court decision also clarified,

citing the Privy Council ruling in the Hirsch Case (Dominion Law

/

Reports, 1928: 1042-1048), that the said school boards must be

‘ controlled by persons of the same religion, Bill 29 prdvided

that, in Montreal, only Catholics and Protestants could vote in

the pre-Confederation territories of the MLSC and-the PSBGM. The

' QAPSB had taken legal action and, on May 25, 1985, Superior Court

gggtice André qussard ruled that Quebec could not unilaterally
re&uce the pre-Confederation boards in Montreai and Quebec City

to their 1867 boundaries and also ruled that the said boundaries

| grew‘as the city grew. Bill 3 was unconstitutional, and Justice

‘Brassard issued an injunction preventing its implen}entation.86
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Bi11 29, adopted May 30, 1985, prévented'non»Protestants and-

non-Catholics from voting for the PSBGM and the MCSC

1 M /

respectively, 1ncfudtng their counterparts in Quebec City, ano ;\’
withdrew the PSBGM and the MCSC from the jurisdiction of the
Schoof Council of the Istand of Montreal. In October 1985, the
QAPSB and }others'ﬂ(representing the Jewish and the Greek
Orthodox faiths) filed for a Supertor Court injunction to b]ock
the applicat1on of the suffrage clauses of 8111 29 and to deal
with the anoma]y that the Island School Council st11] approved
the»budgets of the PSBGM and of the MCSC a]though both boards
were now excluded from the jurisdiction of the same .87

The Provincial Association of Catholic Teachers (PACT) said
English-speaking Catholics needed Bill 3 if their schoo]s'were to
remain confessiona] under autonomous English—speaking.ooards. As

English enrolments fell over the years, Catholic school boards

made agreements with Protestant‘boards to send English Catholic

.students to Protestant schools S1nce, however, the parents were

not enumerated as Protestants, .they were prevented “From voting

-~

for Protestant school boards.88

In November 1985, the QAPSB lost its action (1983) 1in regard

. to the régimes pédagogiques, as the Quebec Superior Court upheld

the province's control over the curriculum By common consent,

this has serious imp]icat1ons for the schoo] boards .89
The Estates General on the Qua]wty of Educat1on in Quebec

met in Montreal in April 1986 and heard that‘English-language
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'educat1on cou]d flourish only under 11ngu1st1c boards and that
the t1me had come for the poollng of Protestant and
\Eng]1sh-speak1ng Catholic resources to provide a strong' ' . -
Eng]ish-1anguage'snhool sys;em in the province.90 Jérdme-Le
Royér Catholic School Commission, however, made it cleér'that it - : ‘*,

would still challenge the constjtutiona]ity of non-confessional

- “assimilationist" linguistic school boards in Mon;rea1.91 /)/f
By fall 1986, it was widely felt that the constitutional
,‘\' ~ . route was the only way open for school bpard reform on the Island
)  of Montrenl. Twenty year§ of attempts éi reform have failed, p
) part]y for the reason that the British North Amer1ca Act, now </
Ve -~

1ncorp0rated in the Canada Act (1982), st11],does not reflect tne \
- /11ngu1st1c, cultural, pluralist, and political climate obtaining' -
: ’:ff,\ *in Quebec since the 1960's.92 - The Coalition for Equality in_
Education, formed in 1986 out of the ad hoc Committee for the

Repeal of Bill 29 b} the Mouvement Laique Québécois, thé Lique

des droits et Tibertés, and the Centrale de ]'Enseignement du

Québec, takes the position that there is a strong consensus in
.____——Quebec for non- confess1ona1 school boards and that an amendment
-;' ‘\ = to the Canadvan Constitution Act (1982) is necessary to ensure
that reforms reflect the pluralism of modern Quebec socfety and
" better respect’ the ‘rights and liberties of all its citizens.93
R Bi11 29 wns amended by the Liberals in June 1986, leaving the
- PSBGM and the MCSC under the Jur1sdis}10n of the Island Sch001

3
Counc1l, and remov1ng the confessional qualification from the
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suffrage provisions of the law. Bill 3 is stil} on the baoks.

The constitutiona1\{2::i/ﬁo school board reform is another matter

since Quebec ‘l{’m

a party to the constitution. 94

Summar

Proposals to dismantle confessional schoo] boards were put

forward by, the Parti Québécois as soon as they took office. The

P]an d’Action (1979) authorized school. boards to estab11sh

non-denominatona] schoo]s but the~Quebec Superior Court ruled in
April 1980 that according to the BNA Act,.only confessional
schools may exist under the pre-Confederation schools boards in
Montreal and Quebec City. The Superior Council of Education in
Sepfémber 1981 reported that what the parents demand is quaiity
educatioh, optionaTvﬁoraT and religious +instruction and that they
see no urgency to- change the confessional status g

- Catholic bishops, in March 1982, p1ayed into the hands of the '

Parti Québécois when they agreed to the abolition of confessional

. boards as long a5 schools would be designated Eobfassional.

Bill 40, tabled in June 1983, effective July 1985, provided

for five French and three English-speaking school commissions on

the Island. of Montreal, while the two pre-Confederation boards

in Montreal-and ngbec“City would retain their confessional

status with respect‘io their 1846-67 boundaries. The /
constitutionality of 1inguistic‘b5ards was in qugstioﬁ, and

shifting tﬁg choice of confessional status to the school level

R
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. was also open to chaltenge. Thenprévincia1 Federation of Cenﬁ;g} . '
" Parents’ Commfttees,\un]ike‘the association of Central Parents'’
committees for the Island of Montréal, supportéd 8}1] 40, even
thdugh not all p;}ents were competent or willing to assume the
dufiés falling on the new schooI councils under the bill. .
In January 1984,%Laurin said he would like to see the BNA
iAct, Section 93, amended to protect 1anguage jnstead of
confessionality. However, Quebec was not a signatory to the-
Canada Constitution Act (1982), and constitutional amendment
'would require -negotiations between Quebec and the ?éderal '
government and the other provinces. Meanwhile, the Canada Act,
Seétion 23, quarantees Canadian citizens the right of choice in
the language of instruction for their children. , d
In May 1984, cabinet withdrew Biil 40. Bill 3, which

became law in Decemger'1984, provided for prd&ince-w1de, |
language-based, common, non-confessional, school boards,
effective July 1, 1986. Again, tpe confessional guarantees of
_the BNA Act would still apbly to the pre-Confederation, boards in
Montreal and Quebec City with respect fo their 1846-67 = ©
bdundaries. English Catholics suppérted Tanguage-based boards
proyided they had constitutioﬁa] confessional gd%rantees at
ﬁcﬁbol }ével. Protestant boardssacross Quebec rejected Bill 3.

Bill 57 (1979) which limited the tax powers of the two

pre-Confederation boards in each of Montreal and Quebec City, was

g

ruled unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of Canada. Bill.29,

W
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passed in May 1985, resulted from the Supreme Court's decision on
Q Bi1l 57 which also clarified that the two pre-Coﬁfederation
poards in Montreal and Quebec City must be controlled by persons
of the same reljigion. 811 29, amended in June 1986, prevented

. non-Protestants and non-Catholics from voting in the elections
for the two pre-Confederation boards in Montreal and Quebec City.

Btllt3 was declared unconstitutional in June 1985 by the
_Quebec Superfor Court which, at the same Eimé, ruled that no
provfnciai Iegis?ﬁ%ion could reduce the two pre-Confederation
boards in Montreal and Quebec City to their 1867 boundaries. The
Suberior Couft also granted a permanent injunction preventing the
application of Bill 3, in whole or in part.

’ Twenty years of aftempts a;lschoo] board reform on the Island
of Montreal have failed. In 1986 there was a growing consensus
oni the Island of Montreal for nan-confessional schoq] boards.
There was also a realization that constitutional amendments to
the BNA Act, Section 93, were necessary to ensure that reforms
reflected the pluralism of Quebec socfety. Bi11 29 has been
amended and, essentially, the situation is back to that under
Bi11 71 (1972).

Meanwhile, there is a ﬁew LibefET‘adﬁIETstration in Quebec
City, and, subject to accommodations on.thé educational
prolisions.of Bi11 101, it might be possible to work out‘a
_political solution to meet the legitimate linguistic and

"confessional aSpirétions of all Quebecers.
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Chapter Five - :

f

CONCLUSION -

-Bi11 62 (1969) proposed unified school boards on the-Island

‘of Montreal, as recommended by the Parent Report (1966).

However, unified boards were apathema to traditional Catholics
and a cultural threat to the English community. Bill 71 (1972)0
abandoned the commitment to unified school boards, but the
natfonalism of the Bill 62 ‘debate and the mistrust it generated
set the tone for the reaction of English-speaking Quebecers to
attempts ateschool board reform from Cardinal to Laurfn.
Nationalist groubs were consistently perceived.to urge unified
séhool boards in order to further their own political apd
cultural aspirations. ‘

Bill 63 (1969) did not satisfy the Protestants as it did not
provide coﬁStitutiona] linguistic guarantees, and neither de it
please the unilingualists who felt that the measure, along with
Bi11 62, promoted bilinguat schooling. Bill 28 (1971) was a
turning point when the Liberal cabinet, under pressure from the

Parti Québécois, decidgd.to bring in a language policy before

further pursuing the matter of reform. Bill 22 (1974) thus
became a signal to the Protestants, in the interests of cultural
survival, to dig in behind the BNA Act. In 1976, with the PQ

coming to power, Catholics chose to do the same, féaring the

4
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G - - ‘govi‘arnment was Tikely to abolish confessional schcol boards.
From the early 1960's, Protestants, while acknowledging that
anfgssfona]ity was no longer appropriate as a basis for school
bdard'organ%zation,,warned that the status guo'shou1d be
maintained uﬁti] 1égislétion provided for constitutionally
protected language boards. In the 1970's, there were Catholigs,
who, while acknouﬂeéging that the ‘confessional question was of
" minor importance in comparison to linguistic and cultural \
concerns and that a wide variety of attitudes had come to
* characterize Catholicism, still demanded the authentic Catholic
school. This indicated that reform would have to accommodate
those supporting the confessional option.
- Briefs submitted to the Reorganization Committee (1975)
identified three main groups to be taken‘into account in schqgf
board reform - the English-speaking community, the
French-speaking re}jgious nationalists, and French-speaking
secular nationalists. The Committee, hoyever, worked in a tense
political situation due to linguistic nationalism, the rise of
the PQ and the vacillation of the Liberals over the language
question. Mistrust and the climate created by Bill 22 made
reform impossible. The Island School :Council itée]f was
» perceived to be highly political in terms of its party
affiliations, in competition with the larger school boards, and
not free from unilingualist bias, which perception limited its

! effectiveness as a negotiating body on behalf of the reform.




The Rqorganizatfon Committee Report (1976), pointed out that

French-speaking non-confessional boards would be welcomed By

traditioné] Catholics, since having had to provide for the needs

of a large francophone non—coﬁfessiona] schoo]-dge population

‘a1ready, many Catholic schools in practﬁce had become plura]ist

Dec]1n1ng enrolments, on the other hand, ruled out a ' Coe

‘ pro11ferat1on of school systems. The compromise motion finally

adopted by" the Island School Council for the status quo plus a

non-confessional French-language sector within the Catholic

system was meant both as a step towards unification and as an '

4

\ effort to meet a r1s1ng demand for such a sector among Catho]ics

In fact Bill1'101 (1977) pre- supposed the provision of

- non- confesswonaT schooling.

At f1rst there was support for the Laurin concept of giv1ng

greater respons1b1]1ty to ‘the school until people suspected that

under ;he plan no one would have bower except the minister and .

that centralization in the interest of cultural nationalism was

}

‘the objective of the PQ reform. In a climate of distrust the

Laurin reform was doomed. irom the start, Bill 101 made the
English-speaking community;suspect that the motive behind the
reform was political - in the interests of linéuisgic
nationalism.

Groups that usually had very 1ittle contact were unifieq
against Laurin, His whole approach was considered to be .

arbitrary. Bills 40 and 3 wou]d make such arb1trary behaVTOr

181
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legal as the miniscer could makehchengesvmecely through
.orders-ic-council. The complicated formula for suffrage and the
‘;' . uncertain.status cf counddries was unacceptab}e. Aiteﬁpts.to
reduce the MCSC and the PSBGM‘ﬁo'thei?x1867 status -finished the
plan in the cqprts.
The Liberals won all byje]ections, even in PQ strongholds,
'n"but Laurin ignored the weak sﬁpport for his party. By 1984, the
P no longec had a popular base on* which to proceed with a reform
© of such wide-sweeping implications. One PQ Bill after another
.Was open tc constitutional cha]]epge. The unpopularity of the
%:: refoqn prOpoeals, Biil 101& aed the general economic crisis
sceTIéducagtjon, but the PQ came to the end of their mandate with_
' "~ their school board reform ]egis]at%on in. tatters, Bill 62 (1969)
Vhad showp’tﬁét.any approach thatidisfegarded the aspirations of
the pobu]ation at large'and was conirary to the BNA Act was bound
* to fail., Laurin operated in oblivion to the needs of reform as = .
'3\' - perceived by the rest of Quebec and like Cardinal in 1970,
offené@ accommodation when it was too lgte. s

- X

Since the early 1960's, unilingualists urged that the Eng]jsh
‘ Catéo]ic schools no Tonger ang]icize’immigrents and French
: Canad1ans In the 1970's and 1980 S they 1p$1sted that reform
make the school system adJust to the culturgl and political
: 'objectiveS«of Quebec soc1ety and that coercive measures . to

promote the French language ﬁn Montreal were justifiable. It was

partly this attitude towards coercion of the minority'that‘cost




the reform public sympathy-

Stin, the'approvai of the federation of Quebec Parents'

‘Committees, the capitulation of the bishops, the unexpected

‘second mandate given the Parti Québécois, the court judgments in.

support of the educational provisons of Bi1l 22 and Bill 101, and

the enthus1asm of Engl1sh Cathol¥cs d1d lessen the hosti]ity of

‘the boards.

Eng]ish-bathoiics had no sfatus under the existing law, Bill
71 (1972), and Bil1 40 and Bill.3 held out for them the
e ) ) - '
possibility, in some areas, of defacto English-language Catholic

boards. In February 1982, teacher unions began to promote

- linguistic boards with confess1ona1 guarantees at school level,

‘and, once Eng]Tsh Catholics accepted that confessionality be

decided Jocally, there was more support for the Laurin proposals.
A broad consensus deveioped that language boards. with
confessional guarantees at the school level was the answer.

' There‘was a less hostile reaction to Laurin towards the end -

“and there was a fundamenta] change in the perspectwve of ‘the

’

public on the benefits of the reform. If Laurin had proceeded

“with the sensitivity characteristic of Cloutier who engineered

o

Bill 71 (1972) he might‘neve succeeded.

Since 1975 there has been a major shift i the priorfties of'
the Protestant sch001 system on the Island of Montreal with
declining English enrolments, 1ncreasing French enrolments and
increasing demand for bilingual schooling on the part of the

L . A
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parénts Demand has shtfted from confessjona] protections in the
\ 1960 s to cultural protections in 1970 s to qua]ity bilingual
' _schooltng in the 1980‘ ‘Thanks tb the attitude change brought
about under Bi11 101, there might be growing support for un1f1ed
non-confessvona] geographical]y based school boards.

In 1976 the Quebec Superior Court ruled it was with:n the
competence of the praovince to leglslate the language of
,1nstruction, but, 1n\1985, the Supreme Court of panada found that
the educational provisions of the Canada Act (1982) app]ied‘ |
' :equally'to‘Quebec and the rest.of the country ‘In 1986 however.._
schoo] boards found cabinet ambivalent on thé 1ssue for fear of
the nationalist groups, as was the case in'the early 1970"s, and
this matter has to be unequivocably clarified.

In times of. declining enrotment, mass unemployment among
French-speaking teachers and rising nationalism, the matter‘of
1mmigrants choosing Engtﬁsn schools took on more importance thane
thé‘numbers-invo}ved deserved. In Montreal, it .should be
" understood, schools will probab]y’aluajs exper{énce difficulty,
) integrating immigrant children who speak no French, since, in
_ North America;’ﬁng1ish:is the language’ of economic success.

‘tanguage has gainéd greater importance than‘confeSSionaTity
‘for al groups on the Island. ‘Some Catholjc school commissions, -
However, night'still fight language boards for the sake off _

unilingualism. English’boards presupposé a fairly homogeneous

community, but the English in Montreal are far from uniform in

+
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language, culture and reTig{on. English-speaking Catholic

‘students are mainly of Italian and Irish immigrant "descent. The.

Protestant school population, jnc]uding’tﬁe French-speaking

'sector, is 40-50 per cent non-Protestant. The confessional

Lo

aspirations of Protestants and non-Protestants are not the same

" as those of English-speaking Catholics, and it might be difficu]t-‘

- to reconcile their pédagogica]’objectivgs under one system. The

Catholic ethos is still a's§1ient part of Catholic schooling”and,
for that. reason, English Catholfcs prefer autonomy.™ -
The impact of Bill 101 compromised the confessional system.

The BNA Act contain$ no provision for what Bill 101 required -

" pluralist, neighbourhood, French~1ahguage schools. - However, the

1980 Quebec Shperior Court ruling that only Protestant and

Catholic Schools may exist under the pre-Confederation school

Boards in Montreal and Quebec City suggested reform was

_ impossible wiihout constitutional amendments. The same ébb]jed ‘

to the 1985 Quebec Superior Court ruling that Quebec cannot alter

" the bquhdaries of pre-Confederation school boards. The

@

constitutional protections of the PSBGM and MCSC stand to -

" compromise any comprehensive attgmpts at reform.

There 1is cbnsensus that the constitutional route to reform
may be the only way.after twenty years of attempts to reflect the
ﬁlura]ism of Quebec sbciety and to better respect the rights and

liberties of all its citizens. Constitutional ameﬁdmeht,‘

,hoWever, is a:complex and lengthy p}écess involving outcomes
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. contingent upon the will of the House of Cohmon§, the Senate, and

——

the Tegislative assemb11es of‘at 1east two th1rds of the
provinces. As yet, Quebec 1s not party to the Const1tut1on, and
much might depend on the terms_upon which Quebec agrees tp join.
However, negotiation between the school boards ane the \
province rather than consfﬁtqtiona] change might be the most
apbeepriate route to follow. Further, the terms of such an
accommodation are not cast in stone and are more respons1ve to .

demographic needs than ‘constitutional decree. Negotiation may

also be more appropriate than the constitutional route when

public attitude is in a state of flux, reflected by the shift in
- priorities from confessional and cultural concerns to demands for,

o bi]dnguai schooling for: the 1990's.

The impact of the language problem in Quebec on school bo§€d
reform on the Ieland‘df Montreal was to generate‘mistrUSt from
the start, resulting 1n‘a ha}dening of the positions of
linguistic and confessional greupe towards the reform and
under]iqfng for some the mer}t; ef the status quo. In 1975, a
major .shift in attitude was disceen{ble ae ﬁriority was giveq to

cultural protections over confessional{ty. In 1986, this

attitude change had reached the point where the main concern was

ffor quality bi]ingﬁa] education. The present ambivalent status

of EngTish Ianguage schooling must be c]ar1f1ed A negotiated.

settlement of the language. quest1on in relation to school” board

‘reform is unquestionably preferab]e to the const1tut1ona] route.
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T Culdure endangered - Bil] 22 to fight assimilation."

The Gazette, Montreal, May 29, 1974, p. A-2. Editorial:
Language a National Issue." : .

The Gazette, Montreal, June 7, 1974, p. A-3. Andrew Phillips:
MCSC urges French schools for all newcomers' chﬂdren."

The Montrea] Star, July 11, 1974, p.. A-6. Margot Gibb-Clark:
"Quebec schools analyzed - Erench losing ground."

. The_Gazette, Montreal, Gctober 10, 1974, _p. A-2. Gordon Barthos:

_ ngHsh CathoHc schoo'l enrolment could be halved." -

The Gazette, Montreal, November 8, 1974, p. A-6. Gordon Birthos.
Approval needed for 'extra' English classes."

The Montreal Star, November 156, 1974, p. A-5. Dominique C1ift: R
’ "English Tlosing control of community inst1tUtions." '

The Montrea] Star, December 13, 1974, p. A-2. Margot Gibb-Clark:
"PSBGM French system hit by Bill 22."

- The Gazette, Montreal, January 30, 1975, p. A-6. GGrdon‘Barthos:
Religious division endorsed for Montreal schools.™
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. The Montreal Star, May 26, 1975 . A-6. Editorial: . l
"Better education - victims of politics." T

The Montrea1 Star, May 15, 1975, p. A-6. Steve Hendler:
“"School board acts_to tighten rules for immigrants.”

The Gazette, Montreal, May 16, 1975, p. A-2. Stan Oziewicz:
Non-English pupils face new hurdle on language."

The Monitor, Montreal, May 28, 1975, p. A-2. Editorial:
The bjggest Tosers." )

The Gazette, Montreal, May 23, 1975, p. A-3. Stan Oziewicz:
Admission rules set by PSBGM."

The Montrea1 Star, September 3, 1975, p. B-2. Leon Levinson;
Barbara Yaffe: "School Boards challenge BiT1 £2."

-

'The Gazette, Montreal, September 8, 1975, p. A-4. . Barbara Yaffe
"School choice not basic right, says Choquette "

The Gazette, Montreal, September 29, 1975, p. A-4. Editorial:
A useful resignation."”

1

The_Montreal Star, September 21, 1975, p. A-4. .
, "Parents renounce the faith in English-schools' fight".

The Montreal Star, October 2, 1975, p. A-4. Mgr. Grégoire: : -
"Letter to the Italian Community." .

The Montreal Star, October 3, 1975, p. A-6. Editorial: W
' "Faith and Language." _ -

The Montreal Star, October 7, 1975, p. A-2. Richard gévesque:
: "Le-Royer parents win fight."

The Gazétte, Montreal, December 19, 1975, p. A-3. Barbara Yaffe:
"CHmate of mistrust results from Bill 22 - MCSC." - a

The Gazette, Montreal, January 26, 1976, p. A-4. Barbara Yaffe:
: t. Léonard Board asks Bill 22 curb 'anglo fact'.®

The Montreal Star, February 24, 1976. p. A-4. John Wildgust:
"Quebec takes over language testing." :

The Montreal Star, March 12, 1976, p. A-2. Paul Dubois:
"Post- Confederation creatures - Quebec disputes boards."

The Montreal Star, March 22, 1976, p. A-3. Paul Dubois:
" "Judge ponders Bi1l 22 - School Boards’ Challenge.

LGP




iy

£3

203

The Montrea] Star, March 23, 1976, p. A-4. Paul Dubois:
Quebec cites BNA Act in defence of Bi11 22."

‘The Gazette, Montrea'l\ April 7, 1976, p. A-l. Leon Levinson:
Judge Rules Bi11 22 constigutional." .

1The Montrea] Star, June 12, 1976, p. A-3. Julian Walker:
Language test decision draws fire."

The Montrea‘l Star, June 16, 1976, p. A-2.
"Language test ruling rapped by principals.”

The Montreal ‘Star, June 18, 1976, p. A-4.
"Tests mam plulated, teachers charge."

“ The M_ontrea] Star, June ag, 1976, p. A-3. Bill Fairbairn:

"TsTand Boards set different test standards."

The Gazette, Montreal, September 14, 1976, p. A-2. Paule des
R1v1eres' “Defiant principals admit Bill 22 failures."

The Montreal Star, November 4, 1976, p. B-6.
"Lavoje-Roux urges Bill 22 extension."

&

. The Gazette, Montreal, November 8, 1976, p. A-2. Andrew

Phillips: "Liperals have trouble - At issue education.”

~ The Gazette, Montreg,l, November 17, 1976, p. A-2. Paul des
viéres: “Education issues await PQ solution." /

The Montreal- Star, November 18, 1976, p. B-3.
"Protestant teachers we]come PQ win." f (

The Gazette, Montreal, November 30, 1976, p. B-2.
Protestant Board Opposing Division."

‘The_Montreal Star, December ])8, 1976, p. A-4 Len Shippey
"School board revamp accepted by PSBGM."

The Montreal Star, December 7, 1976, p. A-4.
' ""Unified" French school system urged."

The Gazette, Montreal, December 16, 1976, p. A-1. Dave Thomas"
New bite for Bill 22 in works."

The Gazette, Montreal, January 25, 1977, p. A-2.
hree year study - School board changes rejected."

- The Montreal Star, dJanuary 25, 1977, p. A-2. Len Shippey:
"Council rejects proposals on school boards "

i

: ~




The Gazette, Montreal, April 27, 1977, p. A-1. ‘
T w

The Montreal Star, February 1, 1977, p. A-2. len Shippey
TsTand Council ends dg?ate - School revamp quashed."

The Montrea] Star, February 5, 1977, p. A-4. Len Shippey:
Schoo1 system $till uncertain." '

The Gazette, Montreal, February 10, 1977, p. A-2. Maurice Bigio:
Quebec urged to end all English rights."

The Montreal Star, February 15, 1977, p. A-6. John Yorston:
“TEnglish language rights’ should be restricted.”

The Montreal Star, February 15, 1977, p. A-2. Len Shippey:
"Council seeks English school restrictions.”

The Montreal Star, February 18, 1977, p. A-2. Sheila Arnopoulos

and Len Shippey: "School plan shocks English."” °

The Gazette, Montreal, Februar_y -23, 1977, p. A-6. Editorial:
A fair language proposal."”

The Montrea] Star, March 18, 1977, p. A-2. Hubert Gendron:
“TEnglish School phase-out plan goes to debate "

The Montreal Star, April 2, 1977, p. A-2. Irwin Block:
Pash for French primacy begins."

The Gazette, Montreal, April 5, 1977, p. B-2. Editorial:
Rigidity lies behind White Paper's honeyed words."

The Gazette, Montreal, April 9, 1977, p. A-4. Gretta Chambers:
Blue print for a 'very separate country'.”
- )
The Gazette, Montreal, April 13, 1977, p. A-2. Evelyn Dumas:
Anglophone power, at stake says Le Jour editor.”

The Montreal Star, APrﬂ 15 1977, pp. A-1, A-8. Richard ,
' 'Language policy shakes Chamber. * 2

Levesque:
]

The Gazette, Montreal, April 15, 1977, p. A-6. George Marler: -
"White Paper's plans for EngHsh not in Quebec's power."

The Montrea1 Star, April 15, 1977, p. A-8. Josh Freed:
TEnglish School head condemns language bil11."

Highlights of Bill One." .

The Montrea] Star, May 9, 1977, p. A-4. Editorial:
- TBITT 1 to eliminate ‘intolerab’le s{tuation'.”
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The Montreal Star, May 31, 1977, p. A-4.
WParty Politics: PQ in school board elections "

The Gézette, Montreal, June 8, 1977, p. A-2. “Craig Toomey:
PQ given lesson: Catholics."

The Gazette, Montreal, June 23, 1977, p. A-3. Bill Fox:
ttawa drops 'a bombshell' on Bill One foes."

The Gazette, Montreal, Ju]x 19, 1977, p. A-2.
Three PQ supporters join school council."

The Gazette, Montreal, July 28, 1977, p. A-4. Peter Cowan:
Laurin wields statistics to bolster Bill 101 fight."

The Gazette, Montreal, Adgust 10, 1977, p. A- 2. Hal Winter:-
_ Morin calls some pupils non-persons.’
The Gazette, Montreal, August 27, 1977, p. A-1. Hal Winter:
,'The talking's over - Bill 101 is now law."

The Gazette, Montreal, August 30, 1977, p. A-2. T e
Supreme Court test studied for Bill 101."

The Gazette, Montreal, August 31, 1977, P. A-1. Joel Ruimy;
Craig Toomey: "Lévesque dendunces PSBGM."

The Montreal Star, September 1, 1977, p. A-1. ’
"Principals back PSBGM: 'won't evict little kids'." ~

The Gazette, Montreal, September 2, 1977, p. A-2. C(Craig Toomey;
Ken Ernhofer; Nigel Gibson: "Teachers defy Bill 101."

The Gazette, Montreal, Séptember 8, 1977, p. A-2.
2,100 pupils flaunting Bill 101 Quebec says."

The Montrea1 Star, October, 1977, p. A-1.
) "Upgrade education, Green Paper urges "

The Montrea] Star, January 25, 1978, p. A-4. Editorjal: ’
"Constitution upheld."

The Montreal Star, January 25, 1978, p. A-1. Dennis Trudeau:
"TCan't lose' belief prompts PQ move."

\

Thé‘Gazette, Montreal, February 3, 1978, p. A-2.
Bill 101 gets its sanction in English."
3 " a
The Gazette, Montreal, March 28, 1978, p. A-1. Peter Cowan:
nglo schools shrink - boards fret."




The Gazette, Montreal, March 13, 1978, p. A-2. Ken Ernhofer: —
Board rethinks open-door stand." -

The Gazette, Montreal, March 6, 1978, p. A-2.
School boards ready ‘for ‘war' over taxation."

The Montreal,Star, April 5,-1978, ps-A-3-~ Ken Whittingham:
“Board spurns Morin order." ’

The Montreal Star, April 14, 1978, p. A-2. Hilda Kearns: °
"PSBGM: Send 'illegals' to French schools."

The® Gazette, Montreal, April 25, 1978, p. A-2. Ken Ernhofer:
'School boards to be preserved says Minister."

The Montreal Star, May\24, 1978, p. A-2. Dennis Trudeau:
“School property tax to go to municipalities."

The Gazette, Mdﬁtreal, June 16, 1978, p. A-2. Ken Ernhofer:
" "Schoolboards confront Morin on Green Paper."

The Gazette, Montreé], July 21, 1978, p. A-2.
PSBGM loses court fight over $9 million in grants."

The Gazette, Montreal, August 1, 1978, p. A~2. Ken Ernhofer:
PSBGM ends language defiance." "

The Gazette, Montreal, January 22, 1979, p. A-2. Ken Ernhofer{
Boards get a reminder from Camille Laurin."

The Gazette, Montreal, January 22, 1979, p. A-2.
School boards lose battle to retain property tax."

The Gazette, Montreal, February 8, 1979, p. A-4. "“Editorial:
English schools dropping out."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 3, 1979, p. A-2. Ken Ernhofer:-
Religjon at school: “Tradition giving way to 'ethics'."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 17, 1979, p. A-2. Betty Shapiro:
Language system: Is it the Premier's pipedream."

The ‘Gazette, Montreal, April 20, 1979, p. B-3. Jennifer
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Robinson: "Catholic board rejects pluralist precedent." .

The Gazette, Montreal, April 26, 1979, p. A-2.
Group asks school board to appeal bill."

The Montreal Star, June 8, 1979, p. A-2. Dave Traynor:
"Powers curbed: Bill upset school: boards.* —




The Gazette, Montreal, June 8, 1979, p. A-2.  Ann Laughlin:
School order 'illegal': Lawyer."

The Montrea] Star, June 19, 1979, p. A-2. Ken Whittingham:
"Boards battle Bill 30: Quebec pries away powers."

The Montreal Star, June 21, 1979, p. A-2. Ken Whittingham:
"Province scraps school property takeover plans."

"The Gazette, Montreal, July 7, 1979, p. A-4. Constance

Middleton-Hope: "Protéstant Committee: secularism."

ge Gazette, Montreal, November 5, 1979, p. A-2. Editorial:
"Schoo]s get tax break."

N ————r

.

The Gazette, December 8, 1979, p. A-2.:
"The challenge: point by point against Bill 101."

The- Gazette, Montreal, February 26, 1980, p. A-4. Andrew
Phillips: "Freedom of choice no threat to French."

The Gazette, Montreal, April 15, 1980, p. A-2.
School boards win round in tax battle. o

!

The Gazette, Montreal, April 18 1980, p. A-2. Andre Gagngn:

Judge hits 'antiquated' school 1eg1s]at1on "

- The Gazette, Montreal, June 2 1980, p. A-Z2. Bonnie Price:

{

The Gazette, Montrea], September 4, 1980, p. A-2

Religion in schools: The 0pposition fades."

The Gazette, Montreal, June 10, 1980, p. A-1.. David Sherman;

Nancy Southam "Re11g1on supporters - school elegtion." -

~

Quebec won't disrupt school system: Morin."
-

The Gazette, Montreal, September 8, 1980, p. A-2. William
Marsden: "2,100 shouldn't be in English schools.” °

“Q

The Gazette, Montreal, ‘September 10, 1980, p. A-1. André Gadnon?

Quebec can withhold cash from PSBGM, court rules."”

The Gazette, Montreal, November 4, 1980, p. A-2. John

Cruickshan&: "Eng]ish schools® not in danger in Quebec."

The Gazette, Montreal, September 8, 1980, p. A-2. Storrs McCall: -

hould ldnguage rights be in the BNA Act."

A

The Gazette, Montreal, September 4, 1980, p. A-2.
"Language .charter ‘danger' to French."
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The Gazette, Montreal January 29, 1981, p. A-2. “William v

Marsden: "PSBGM lToses battle to recover. Quebec money.*

The Gazette, Montreal, March 26, 1981, p. A-4. John Cruickshank:
English schools feel Bill 101's impact: Study."

The Gazette, Montreal, April 25, 1981, p. A-2. -
Canada's Charter differs from Quebec's Bill 101."

The Gazette, Montreal, September 10, 1981, p. A-2. John
Cruickshank: "“Keep boards, alter schools Quebec told."

The Gazette, Montreal, September 25, 1981, p. A-2. Henry Milner:
Quebec's school reform plan sensible.”

]

The Gazette, Montreal, Octdber 9, 1981, p. A-4. Lucien Rossaert,
Give 'plurality' in our schoo]s a chance "

Y

.The Gazette, Montreal, November 6, 1981, p. A-2. John
Cruickshank: “Non-religious board teachers say."

~ ’The’ Gazette, Montreal, November 11, 1981, p. A-2: Bill Brooks:
— "Quebec should halt ‘Natjona]ization plan’."

The Gazette, Montreal, November 26, 1981, p. A-2. Ann Laughlin:
) School board plan 'dooms English'."

*
2

The Gazette, ﬁontreaﬁ, December 9, 1981, p. A-2. David Johnston:
'Parents endorse Laurin's scheme to scrap boards."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 6, 1982, p. A-2. -
’ "School boards ‘to be neutral: Laurin."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 19, 1982, p. A*Z
B1shops say they 11 agree to school board changes "

The Gazette, Montrea], April 28, 1982, p. A-2. Jennifer Towell:
Bil] 101 versus Rights' Charter: Parents want ruling."

" The Gazette, Montreal, June 2, 1982, P. A-2. Sandy Senyk: .
: School boards say PQ reforms ‘pationalization'.”

The Gazette, Montreal, June 9, 1982, p. A-2. Donald Burgess:
."Democracy in Quebec Education rapidly disappearing."”

- The Gazette. Montreal, June 22, 1982, p A-2. Editorial:

- , "School Plan is rfsky."'
T The Gazette, Montreal, June 22, 1982, p. A-2: Sandy Senyk
O . "Laurin tables reform: Quebec to end religious boards."

" N Y U




" -The Gazette, Montreal, December 21, 1982, p. A-2.
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The Gazette, Montrea], August 9, 1982, p. A-2.

. "Protestant boards launch court challenge to Bill 101."

»

The Gazette, Montreal, September 9, 1982, p A-2.
Chretien haiTs Jjudgement: 'V1ctory for both 51des' S

The Gazette, Montreal, September:ll,,1982, p. A-2.
Laurin warns he may cut school funds."

The Gazette, Montreal, September 11, 1982, p. A-4. Editorial:
omply with the charter.” ‘

The Gazette, Momtreal, September 14, 1982, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk:
Laurin's plan would _slice Island into 13 new councils.”

~ The Gazette, Montreal, September 16 1982, p. A-4.

Quebec to appea] ru11ng on access to English schools."

The Gazette, Montreal, September 16, 1982, p. A-2. Editorial:
Extend language boards."

The Gazette, Montreal, October 7, 1982, p. A-2.
T,

MCSC alters stand: Anglo pupils urged into French. "

The Gazette, Montreal, October 21, 1982, p. A-1. .
Bi11 101 hear1ngs needs tough laws, says Godin."

The Gazette, Montreal, October 27, 1982 p. A-2. Sandy Senyk
Ideology beh1nd Laur1n s plan for reform."
e

The Gazette, Montreal, November .5, 1982, p. A-2. Anthony

Wilson-Smith: "Key changes to Bill 101 rejected "

The Gazette, Montreal, November 6, 1982, p. A-2. Gretta

Chambers: - "The Parti Québécois hard Tine prevails."”

The Gazette Montreal, November 6 1982, p. A-4. Editorial:
- remier denies reason.

Anglos in French schools up 42 per cent."”

The Gazette, Montreal, February 26, 1983, p. B-2. Sandy Senyk:
French parents voice sought on PSBGM."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 2, 1983, p. B-2. Sandy Senyk: .

Quebec to fight ru]ing Bi11 101 flouts constitution."’

The Gazette, Montreal, March 21, 1983, p. A-1. Barry'Cliff /
uebec Parents: recognize 'English fact'.




The Gazette, Montreal, March 22, 1983, p. A-4. Editorial:
—_Tm T,

Reform tempts parents."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 22 1983, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk:
Parents fa1] opposition to Laur1n at provincial talks."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 26, 1983, p. A-1. David Johnston:
"Bil1l 101 regulations will get much tougher in 1984."

'LThe Gaiette, Montreal, March 26, 1983, p. A-2. Jennifer

Robinson; Sandy Senyk: “English boards across Quebec."”

#
The Gazette, Montreal, March 30, 1983 p. A-2. Graham Fraser:
Revised Plan 'unacceptable' - Ryan."

The Gazette, Montreal, May 2, 1983, p. A-3:

Laurin's school scheme makes him all powerful."

 The Gazette, Montreal, May 19, 1983, p. A-4. GabyJOStro; Joan

Rothman; Kenneth C. Watkins: "Laurin removes huffer."

The Gazette, Moﬁ%rea], June 3, 1983, p. B-2. Sandy Senyk:
Catholic coalition enters school vote to fight Laurin."

The Gazette, Montreal, June 8, 1983.;p. A-2. Jacques Roy:
Montreal must stay bicultural to keep healthy."

The Gazette, Montteal, June 10, 1983, p. A-2. Sarah Scott;
Sandy Senyk: ™"Court backs.'Canada clause' ruling."

The Gazette, Montreal, June 11, 1983, p.- A-2.
TQuebec will fight 'Canada Clause' ruling."

The Gazette, Montreal, June 21, 1983, p. A-2. Warren Perley;
Sandy Senyk: "Laurin's proposals worry educators."”

The Gazette, Montreal, July 2, 1983, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk:
"Critics punch holes in Bill 40." .

The Gazetfe, Montreal, July 6, 1983, p. A~-2. Sandy Senyk:

English teachers revive discussion on union merger."

The Gazette, Montreal, July 20, 1983, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk

“Protestant schoo] group attacks church position.”

The Gazette, Montrea] September 3, 1983, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk:
3 English school boards planned for Montreal “ksland. "

The, Gazette, Montreal, September 9, 1983, p. B-2. Sandy Senyk:
"Protestant boards open Bi]l 40 court challenge."

210



211

The Gazette, Montreal, September 14, 1983, p. B-2. William

Brooks: "Minister will control curriculum.”

The Gazette, Montreal, September 15, 1983, p. B-2.
School bill raises quéstions, says Archb1shop "

The Gazette, Montreal, October 25, 1983, p. A-2. Graham Fraser:
. | 1Y

Bill 101 hearings avoid cheap anglo-bashing." -

The Gazette, Montreal, November 18, 1983, p. A-2.°
ighlights of changes to Bi11 101."

The Suburban, Montreal, November!23 1983, p. 2. William Brooks:

e Case against Bi11 40."

- The Globe and Mai]. Toronto, November 29, 1983, p. 4. William

Johnson: "Church, language used as a shield." -

The Shburban, Montreal, November 30, 1983, p. 1. Harry Knowles:
cGill education faculty supports Bill 40 "

The Globe and Mail, Toront6, Nevember 30, 1983, p. 4 William

Johnson: "Groulx's vision molded minds."

The Ca(holic Times, Montreal, November 1983, Vol 8, No. 3. p. 1

"Education Act: Confessional guarantees omitted."

The Globe and Mail, Toronto, December 9,71983, p. 11. William

.Johnson: ™Back to myth, despite progress."

The Globe and,Nail, Toronto, January 10, 1984, p. 4. WTlliam

Johnson: ‘“Language myth immune to facts."”

The Gazette, Montreal, January.10, 1984, p. B-2. Sandy.Senyk:
chool leaders unite’in attack on Laurin."

The Gazette, Montreal, January 13, 1984, p. B-3. John Yorston:
aurin accused of manipulation at Bill 40 hearings."

The Gazette, Montrea], January 13, 1984, p. B-2. Sandy Senyk:
chool Boards ‘too hungry for power', says Laurin."

The Globe and Mail, Torpnto; January 17, 1984, p. 4. William

Johnson: “Reality reversed to feed myths." |

The Gazette, Montreal, January 17, 1984, p. B-2. ‘ Sandy. Senyk:
Laurin treating Protestants 'with contempt'."

The Gazette, Montreal, Janyary 18, 1984, p. B-2. Sandy Senyk:
"Bi11 40 not way to reform schools: Anglos."
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The Globe and Mail, Toronto, January 19, 1984, p. 3. Margot

Gibb-Clark: "Quebec seeks to amend education rights.*®

The Gazette, Montreal, January 20, 1984, p. B-2. Sandy Senyk:
Catholic board, parents disagree on Bill 40."

The Gazette, Montreal, January 26, 1984, p. A-4.
School bill deliberations turn into slinging match."

" The Gazette, Montreal, February 7, 1984, p. A-4. Editorial:
R { ¥ ‘

: Bill 40 beyond repair."

The Gazette, Montreal, February 7, 1984, p. A-2.
[ | 12}

0dd alliance joins to fight school reorganization law."

The Gazette, Montreal, February 23, 1984, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk:
' ""Bill1 101 clause flies in face of Charter: Ottawa."

The Gazette, Montreal, March 29, 1984, p. A-2. L. P. Patterson:
There is no consensus for linguistic boards."

The Gazette, Montreal, May 5, 1984, p. A-2. Jonathan Mann:
Bérubé to delay changes: Bill 40 being thrown out."
oy h
The Gazette, Montreal, September 27, 1984, p. A-1l. Sandy Senyk:
I1legals" right to English lawyers tell MCSC."

The Gazette, Montreal, November 26, 1984, p. A-2. Michael Doyle:
School Bill rejected by Catholic parents."

The Gazétte, February 12, 1985, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk:
wo English school boards proposed.”

The Gazette, Montreal, February 13, 1985, p. A-2. Scott Conrod: '
Let courts decide before it's too late." \ .

The Gazette, Montreal, April 2, 1985. p. A-2.

Court blamed for'restricting board voting rights."

The éazette, Montreal, April 4; 1985, p. A-2. Daniel Drolet:
New School bill will create ghettos: Ryan."

The Gazette, Montreal, April 27, 1985, p. A-2. Jennifer

Robinson: "Premier denies plan to limit school entry."

The Gazette, Montreal, May 30, 1985. p. B-2. ,
, Quebec set to limit vote to Catholics and Protestants."”

The Gazette, Montreal, June 26, 1985, p. A-2. Sandy Senyk:! ‘
School reorganization bi11 is unconstitutional: Judge."

o
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‘

The Gazette, Montreal, September 20, 1985, p. A-2. Daniel
ro]et' "He 11 restore non- Christians vote.- Gendron."

4

The Gazette, Montreal October 21, 1985, p. A-2. Peggy Curran:

English Catho]ics battle for schoo]s "

The Gazette, Montreal, October 22, 1985, p. A-2. Elizabeth’
- Thompson: "Language law is changing the province."

The Gazette, Montreal, October 24, 1985, p. A-2. Paul Delean:
Boards ask court to block- 1aw on non-Christians.”

The Gazette, Montreal, November 1, 1985, p. A-5.

: "Court upho]ds Quebec's right to determine courses."

o

The Gazette, Montreal, January 15 1986, p. A-6. Editoral:
Keep cool on language.™.

The Gazette, Montreal, January 15, 1986, p. A-2. Irwin Block:
\ Ryan to solve issue of i]legals in schools."

‘The Gazette, Montreal, March 3, 1986,vp. A-2. Elizabeth °

ompson: "'Canada clause" kids being denied: boards."

The Suburban, Montreal, April ‘2, 1986, p. A-5. Mike Cohen:
ajor education conference scheduled to begin today."

The Gazette, Montreal, April 4, 1886, p. A-2. Karen Seidman:

Scrap religious boards to save English education.".

The Gazette, Montreal, April 23,.1986, p. A-2.  Jennifer
obinson: “Quebec to grant amnesty to 'illegals'."

The Gazette, Montreal, April 26, 1986, p. A-1. ‘Eloise Morin:
School board wants OK to teach English in Grade 1."

The Gazette, Montreal, May 1, 1986, p. A-1. Debbie Parkes:
Le- Roy$£ wi]] increase teaching time of French."

The Gazette, Montreal, May 16, 1986, p. A-2. Jennifer Robinson: .
Y .

1,500 'i]]egal‘ pupils to be granted full pardon."

The Gazette, Montreal, June 17, 1986 p Karen Seidman:
,Constitution needs amendment coa]ition "

* ‘The Gazette; Montreal, Nov. 5, 1986, pp. A-1,7: Hubert Bauch:

rancophones split over English teaching early."
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CARIGNAN, PIERRE. (March 1984). Past Chairman, MCSC.

DES?ORGES,,ROBERT. (May 1984). Past Chairman, Sau]t.Saint Louis

Catholic Schoo] Commission.

DOUGHERTY, JOAN. (February 1984). Past Chairman, PSBGM;
Libera] MNA, Montreal-Jacques Cartier.’

) <
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Directorate, Department of Education, Montreal.

. , ) \
FOX, MARCEL. (Mar 1984; Ap. 1985). Director General, PSBGM.
GECCI, JOHN. (February 1983). Assistant'D. G., MCSC.

LAFERRIERE, JEAN-PIERRE. (May 1982) " Director General,
Sault Saint Louis Catholic School Commission

LA#LANTE, RAYNALD. (March 1984). Director General, The School
Council of thq Island of Montrqa].

- LAVOI-ROUX, THERESE. (March 1983). Past Chairman, MCSC;

Liberal MNA, Montreal L'Acadie.
MCDONALD, MICHAEL. (Feb. 1983; May 1985). MCSC Commissiqper.

A}
MIDDLETON-HOPE, CONSTANCE. (February 1984). .Assistant Director
General, The Schoo] Council of the Island of Montreal.:

. “
MONGEAU, JACQUES. (March 1982; March 1984). Chairman, °
~ The ‘School Council of the Island of Montreal.

PATTERSON, L. P. (February 1982; April 1983; March 1984;
March 1985).. Past Chairman, PSBGM

. PROULX, JEAN- PIERRE. (March 1983).  Past Secretary, School Board

Reorganization Committee (1973-76).

ROBIDOUX GERARD. (May 1983). Assistant Diréctor General, Sault
Saint Louis Catholic School Commission

SPILLER, ERNEST. (May 1982). Associate Deputy Ministerof
Educat1on, Protestant.
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} \“ - Appendices

q

- A ' THE BRITISH NORTH AMERICA ACT (1867)

Section93. In and for each Province the Legislature may .
) A%exclusively make laws 1n relation to Education subject
s and according to the following provisions:

' (1) Nothing in any such Law shall prejudicially affect any
Right or privilege with respect to Denominational '
Schools which any Class of Persons have by law in the

Province at the Union.

(2) A1l the Powers, Privileges, and Duties.at the Union by
- Law conferred and imposed in Upper Canada on the
.Separate Schools and School Trustees of the Queen's
Roman, Catholic Subjects shall be and the same aré hereby
ot extended to the Dissentient Schools of the Queen's '
’ Protestant and Romarn Catholic Subjects in Quebec. ‘ \\)

: (3) ‘Where in any Province a System of Separate or Cow '\\\\
) - . Dissentient Schools exist by Law at the Union or is . =
) thereafter established by the Legislature of the
- ‘ Province, an Appeal shall -lie to the Governor General in
' .~ — Council from any Act or Decision of any Provincial
- . Authority affecting any Right or Privilege of the
;o - Protestant or Roman Catholic Minority of the Queen's
Subjects in .relation to Education.

(4) In case any such Provincial Law as from'Time to Time
‘'seems to the Governor General in Council requisite for
the due Executian of the Provisions of this Section is
not made, or in case any Decision of the Governor
General in Council on any Appeal under this Secton 1is
not duly executed by the proper Provincial Authority in

. that Behalf, then and in every such Case, and as far
’ only as the Circumstances of each Case require, the’
.Parliament of Canada may make remedial Laws for the due
Execution of the Provisons of this Section and of any
geciiion of the Governor Genera] in Council under this
ection

_ Section 133. Either the English or the French Language'may be
used by any Person in the Debates of the Houses of the
Parliament of Canada and of the Houses of the
Legislature of Quebec; and both those Languages shall
be used in the respective Records and Journals of those
“Houses; and either of those Languages may be used by
@ \ any Person or in any Pleading or Process in or issuing
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from any Court of Canada established wnder this Act, and

Jn or from all or any of the Courts of Quebec.

The Acts of the Parliament of Canada and of the
Legislature of Quebec shall be printed and published in
both those Languages

THE. CHARTER OF THE FRENCH LANGUAGE (BILL 101) 1977

CHAPTER VIII - THE LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION

Sect1on 72. Instruction in the kindergarten c]asses and in the

——

elementary and secondary schools shall be in French,
except where this chapter allows Otherwise

Section 73. In derogation of Section 72, the fol]owing children,

"

3

‘described in paragraph (c). -

at the request of their father and mother, may receive
their instruction in English:

(a)} a.child whose father or mother received his or her
elementary instruction in English in Quebec;

"(b) a child whose father or mother domiciled in Quebec

on 26 August 1977, received his or her elementary .
instruction in English outside Quebec;

(¢) a child who, in his last year in Quebec before 26
August 1977, was lawfully receiving his instruction in
English, in a public kindergarten class or in an -
elementary or secondary school; '

(d) the younger brothers and sisters of a child

<

" CONSTITUTION ACT, 1982 - PART 1 ) o
CANADIAN CHARTER d?‘ﬁIGﬁT§“KNﬁ'FREEDOMs T

N

Section 23 6l) Citizens of Canada

(a) whose first language learned and still ‘understood
is that of the English or French linguistic minority
population of the province in which they reside, or

(bg who have received their primary school instruction o
in Canada in English or French and reside in a province .
where the language in which they received that
instruction is the language of the English or French
linguistic minority population of the province, have the
right: to have their children receive primary and
secondary schoo1 instruction in that language in that
province
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- province (a) appYVies wherever in the province the

. .providéd out of public funds.’
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(2) Citizens of Cazada of .whom any child has received
or is receiving pri ary or secondary school instruction
in English or French in Canada, have the right to have °
all their children receive primary dnd secondary school
instruction in-the same language. -

(3) The right of citizens of Canada under subsections
(1) and (2) to have their children.receive primary and
secondary school instruction in the language of the
English or French Jnguistic minority population of a

>

number. of children~af citizens who have such a right is
-sufficient to warrany the provision to them out of
public funds of minoyity language instruction; and (b)
includes, where the/number 6f those children so _
warrants, the right to have them receive that
instruction in minority language education facilities

~ v " L

L

CONSTITUTION ACT, 1982 - PART V
PROCEDURE_FOR AMENDING THE CONSTITUTION QF. CANADA

Section 38. Il) An amendment to the Constitution of Canada may

. be made by proclamation issued by the. Governor General

under the Great Seal of Canada where so_authorized by . ,
(a) resolutions of the Senate and House of Commons; -
and (b) resolutions of the legislative assemblies of at.

"least two thirds of the provinces that have, in the

aggregate, according to the then latest census, at least
fifty per cent.of the population of al1 the provinces.
(2) An amendment made under subsection (1) that
derggates from the legislative powers, the proprietary
rights or any other rights or privileges of the .
legislature or government of a province shall require a
resolution supported by a majority of the members of
each. of the Senate, the House of Commons -and the
legislative assemblies required under subsection (1). ;.
(3) An amendment referred to in subsection (2) shall '
not have effect in a province the legislative assembly
of which has expressed its dissent thereto by resolution
supported by a majority of fts members prior to the
issue of the proclamation to which the amendment relates
unless that legislative assembly, -subsequently, by
resolution supported by a majority of its members,
revokes its dissent and authorizes the amendment.




1791
1840

) 1846

1867.

- : 1869

1875
11951
1956
1961

1963

1964
1966
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1968 -

1968
1969
1969
1969
1970
1970

O | 1972

1774

. The Act of Union:

v SIGNIFICANT DATES -

L

The Quebec Act: Freedom of Worship.

The Constitutional Act:
Canada (Quebec) and Upper Canada (Ontario).

Province of Canada. Equal

Representation. Official Language English.

Principle of Religious Dissent.
School Boards in Montreal and Quebec City.

The British North America Act.

Council of Public Instruction:
Committees.

Abo]ition of M1nistry of Publ:c Instruction.

Massey Commission qﬁ the Arts and Sciences (Canada).

Tremblay Commission on Constitutional Problems (Quebec).

Parent Royal Commission of Inquiry on Education .
(Quebec).

-~

Royal Commission -on Biculturalism and Bilingualism
(Canada).

Bil1l 60; Minigtry of Educatibn, Province of Quebec.

Viau Report: School Board‘Reforﬁ Island of Montreal.

Saint Léonard Language Crisis Island of Montreal.

Pagé Report: School Board Reform Island of Montreal.

Bi1l 63: "To Promote the French Language in Quebec®.

Bi]i 62: School Board Reform Island of’Mohtrealn

"Official Language Act (Ottawa).

Bi1l 28: . School Board Reform Island of Montreal,

Quebec’ October Crisis. ~ War Measures Act (Caqada).

Bi11 71: School Board Reform Island of Montreal.

French Civil Code.

Separate Legislatures for Lower

Common Denominational

Catho]jc and Protestant
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1972

1974

1976
1977
1977
1978

1979
1980

1982
1982

1982

1983
1983

1983
1984
1984
1984
1985

1985

1985

1986
1986
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Gend}op Report on The Fredéh Language 15 Quebec.
Bi11 22: The Official Language Act (Quebec). -
Quebec Superior Court: °"Bill 22 is not ultra vires.

Island School Council Report. '

< ~ @

Bi11 101:. Charter of The French Language (Quebec). .

o
Quebec. Superior Court: Bi11-101 ultra vires BNA Act
(Section 133). " v

Supreme Court of Canada: Bill 101 ultra vires BNA Act
(Section -133). ’

Quebec Superior Court: Only Protestant and Catholic

" Schools exist under PSBGM, MCSC.
=eonstitution Act (Canada).

. Quebec Catholic Bishops agree to Abolition of

Confessional School Boards.

Quebec Superior Court: ‘Canadé“c]ause' applies to ¢
Quebec, ~ . .

af

Bi11 40: School Board Reform (Québec).

Quebec Court of Appeal: 'Candda clause' applies to
Quebec.

Quebec Court of Appeal: Bill 57 (1979) ultra vires.

I

Bill 3: School Board Reform (Quebec).

Supreme Court of Caeada* Bi11 67 (1979) y]trgfvires k

Bi11 57 (1984): Bill 101 Amendment.

,

;o™

Supreme Court of Canada 'Canada clause' appliés to
Quebec, )

Bill 29: Bill 3 Amendment. \

Quebec Superior Court: Bil] 3 u]tr; vir;s.

Bill 58:- Amnesty, to ‘11]egals

811 29 Amended S -




