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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report evaluates the September 2000 report of the Taskforce on Public Fundng
of Gadic, Reutalising Gaelic: A Nationd Asst / Ag Ath-Bheothachadh Gaidhlig:
Neamhnud Naiseanta (‘the Magherson report’), seeking to locate that report within the
broader context of the debate with regard to the future of Gadic and Scottish Exeautive
policy-making with regard to Gadic. It is argued that the Magoherson report does nat form
a sound lasis for future Gaelic development padlicy and that, whether intentionally or nat,
the remit of the Magherson committee and the timing of its intervention have served to
narrow the debate on the future of Gaelic and to decrease the likelihoodthat palicies will be
introduced that will be dfedive in reversing the processof language shift from Gaelic to
English.

Althowgh the taskforce's gdated remit was to ‘examine the arangements and
structures for the pubic suppat of the Gadic organisations in Scotland, [and] to advise
Scottish Ministers on future arrangements, the Macpherson report adually says
remarkably little éou the present arrangements and structures for the pulic suppat of
Gadic organisations, and its recmmmendations for future arangements are distinctly
sketchy and vague. In particular, thereisacrucia ambiguity with regard to a proposed new
department within the Scottish Exeautive: whether this would ded spedficdly with Gadic-
language issues or more generaly with Highlands and Islands issues. The latter prosped
could mean that Gaeli c-language issues would be relegated to the margins.

Whil e the Maherson taskforce's key recmmendations — the establishment of a
Gadic Development Agency and a Scottish Exeautive department deding with Gaelic
issles — would benefit Gadlic development, cetain aher recommendations might
marginalise the role of Lowland and urban Scotland in language pdicy. The report
propases to base Gadic development palicy on a divison d the Gaelic community into
three geographical sedions. (1) ‘the “heartland” where the language is gill vibrant but
vulnerable', (2) ‘the large aea of Scotland where Gadic was once hedthy but has dedined
more rapidly in recent years and (3) ‘the remainder of Scotland and the diaspora of Gadic
speers al over the world'. This geographicd division shoud be rejected onthe grounds
that the aeation d a‘rest of Scotland and daspora’ divisionwould be likely to sideline the
cities, the Lowlands, the majority of Gadic learners and a significant minority of native
Gadic speakers in future Gaelic development. While different palicies will be needed in
different areas of Scotland, the importance of the Lowlands, the dties and Gadlic leaners

must be taken into acourt in Gaelic development palicy.



The impad of the report is further complicaed by pdliticd fadors outwith the
taskforce's control. The Mamherson committe€s deliberations were based on the
understanding that a Gadic language act would be put in place ad that the
recommendations of the committeewould be complementary to this initiative. The Scottish
Exeautive's subsequent reversal of support for a Gadic language ad raises the possbility
that the Magherson report might be implemented as a stand-alone measure rather than as a
part of an overall language development strategy. In such circumstances, a Gadic
Development Agency of the kind recommended would be substantially powerless

Given the deficiencies of the report and the Government’ s apparent badtradking on
its commitment to a Gadi c language act, the implementation d the report could in fact stall
further progress towards language revitaisation. Careful reconsideration is therefore
needed as the new Ministerial Advisory Group on Gadic finalises its own

recommendations.



INTRODUCTION: THE PURPOSE OF THISREPORT

This report will criticdly evauate the September 2000 report of the Taskforce on
Public Fundng of Gadic, Reutalising Gaelic: A Nationd Asst / Ag Ath-Bheothachadh
Gaidhlig: Neamhnud Naiseanta (‘the Magoherson report’), seeking to locae the report
within the broader context of the debate with regard to the future of Gadic and Scottish
Exeautive palicy-making with regard to Gadic. It will be argued that the Macpherson
report does not form a sound fasis for future Gadic development pdlicy and that, whether
intentionally or nat, the remit of the Magherson committee ad the timing of its
intervention have served to narrow the debate on the future of Gadic and to decrease the
likelihood that padlicies will be introduced in Scotland that will be dfective in reversing
language shift.

|. THE MACPHERSON COMMITTEE AND THE
MACPHERSON REPORT

A. Background to the Taskfor ce on Public Funding of Gaelic

A ministerial taskforce was appanted by the Scottish Exeautive in Decanber 1999
to ‘examine the arangements and structures for the public suppat of the Gadic
organisations in Scotland, to advise Scottish Ministers on future arangements, taking
acount of the Scottish Exeautive's palicy of suppat for Gadic & %t out in the
Programme for Government, and to report by 30" April 2000. The members of this
Taskforce were John A. Magherson (Chair), Maggie Cunnngham, Donald J. Maclnnes,
Donald Madkay and Annie MacSween. This taskforce s official titl e was the Taskforce on
Public Fundng of Gadic but the group was more mlloqually and generally known as the
Magherson committee

Following an extension to its initial deadline, the group reported on 8 September
2000.The main recommendations of its report were that a department shoud be establi shed
at ahigh level within the Scottish Exeautive to advise ministers on pdicy relating to Gaelic
and that a new national Gaelic development agency shoud be aeated.! The exeautive
summary and full recommendations of the report are reproduced in appendix A and B
below.

'As will be discussd later, the exad remit and title of the recommended new government department are
unclea from the report, as the English and Gadic versions of the document present this recommendation in
significantly different ways.
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To take forward their recommendations, the taskforce alvocaed that a transitional
advisory group d four members be established. This recmmendation was accepted by the
Scottish Exeautive and such a group — the Ministerial Advisory Group on Gadic
(MAGOG) — was establi shed in December 2000.The members of this group are Professor
Donald Meek (Chair), Jo Maadoreld, Donald MacKay and Professor Kenneth Madinnon.
MAGOGisitself expeded to produce areport at the end o 2001.

B. The Membership of the Taskforce

A notable feature of the Taskforce on Public Fundng of Gaelic was its surprising
choice of appantees. Most remarkably for a group with a remit of its type, none of the
members appanted had any expertise or training in language planning matters. The
members of the groupwere dl Gaelic spe&kers and undoukedly brought with them a desire
for the revitalisation d Gaelic, together with what was described as ‘an impressve matrix
of skills and experience in bwsiness education, communicaion, social and econamic
development, and pullic pdicy’ (Taskforce on Public Fundng of Gaelic 2000 38).? Such
diverse skill s, however, canna make up for the dsence of language planning experts.

The dhoice of appantments can also be criticised onthe grounds that not al sedors
of the Gadic community were represented. Every member of the Macpherson committee
was a native speaker of Gadic who had been brough up in the Hebrides. No Gaelic
leaners were gpanted. This is a significant omisson. Research has established the
existence of many thousands of Gaelic learners in Scotland (Galloway 19%), while the
deaeasing numbers of native Gaelic spe&kers and low levels of intergenerational
transmisson mean that increasing numbers of Gaeli c learners must be atraded and krought
to fluency if there is to be aredistic prosped of reversing language shift (RLS [Fishman
1991)). It is highly surprising that a group as large and as grategically important as adult
leaners of Gaelic wasignored in the membership of the Magherson committee

In a press release welcoming the news of the mmmitte€ s establishment, CLI, the
membership bady for Gadic learners and suppaters, expressed its disappantment at the
makeup d the mmmitteg stating that * Gadic learners have once again been snukbed’ and
that ‘we are[...] greatly disturbed that the working party includes nore of the many Gaelic
speakers who have leant the language & an adult. Surely thisis necessary if the groupisto
have the confidence of al the Gadic community and its suppaters throughou Scotland,
not just that of the native spegkersin the Western Isles’ (CL1 1999.

“Henceforth, for convenience, the report will be gted as‘Magpherson 2000.
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As suggested by the quaation from CLI, the omisson d Gaelic learners from the
taskforce is not merely a matter of the omisgon d a representative or representatives of
Gadic learners. It aso raises the possbility that the views of Gadic learners might be
overlooked. Because Gadic learners and retive speakers of Gadic often hdd dffering
views onisaues relating to Gaelic (Morgan 200Q McLeod 2001 MadCauim forthcoming),
it is by no means certain that a group composed o native Gaelic speakers from the
Hebrides can fully understand the needs and aspirations of Gadic leaners. It will be
suggested below that this concern has been proven substantially justified in the

recommendations of the report.

C. Format of thereport

In addition to the report’s substantive mntent, some aspects of its format are worthy
of note. The first is the fact that the report is bilingual but has clealy been written in
English and trandated into Gadic & alater stage. The Gadic trandation is often loose and
contains many simplificaions of the original English text that make it unlikely that a reader
could gain afull understanding of the report withou aso consulting the English version. In
some caes the differences in meaning between the Gadic and English versions of the text
are significant. Perhaps the most notable example here is the recommendation that a new
department be establi shed within the Scottish Exeautive: in English this appeas as ‘a small
Gadi c-spe&ing Department of the Gaidhedtachd and in Gadic as ‘roinn bheag de luchd-
labhairt Gaidhlig a bhiodh & deiligeadh ri cuisean na Gaidhlig' [a small department of
Gadic speakers who would ded with Gadic-language dfairs (present authors' trandation)]
(Magoherson 2000 4). As down below, the amnndations of ‘ Gaidhealtachd Department’
and ‘ department deding with Gaelic dfairs are by nomeansidenticd.

The second striking feature of the report is its brevity. Excluding appendices, the
report contains just under 5,000 words in total, yet the anourt of space devoted to the
discusson d the main iswues is substantially less coming in at fewer than 3,500words
when the foreword, adknowledgements, discusson d process and an exeautive summary
are taken into acourt. While it would be fodlish to argue that a goodreport is necessarily a
long report or that a short report is necessarily a poor one, Revitalising Gaelic is
undoultedly a very brief report by Scottish Exeautive standards. It will be agued later that
the ancisenessof the report has been at the expense of sufficient discusson d theisauesin
guestion and at the epense of advancing full justificaions for the taskforce's

recommendations.



II. THE MACPHERSON RECOMMENDATIONS:
A CRITICAL EVALUATION

The main text of the report is divided into four sedions: ‘Gaelic and the Scottish
Exeautive’, ‘The Current State of Gaelic’, ‘Vision' [a vision statement for the future of
Gadic] and ‘Framework for Development’. The first two sedions discuss the present
stuation d Gadic and the last two make recommendations as to the way forward. The
report then concludes with a set of final recommendations for the development of the
language.

The sedion entitled * Gadic and the Scottish Exeautive’ briefly detail s current levels
of Scottish Exeautive suppat for Gadic. Although this sdion is useful, it is based upon
information that is readily avail able from sources such as the Scottish Exeautive’'s Gaelic in
Scotland Factshee and thus does not constitute original research by the taskforce.®

The seoond section, ‘The Current State of Gadic', is notable for severa reasons.
The first is its brevity: some 2,000words, or closer to 1,500if the lengthy quadations are
excluded. Surprisingly, the report does not discussthe present situation d Gadic in detail
but rather gives littte more than a very general summary. This simmary is less than
adequate: instead of discussng facts and examples relating to the present situation d Gadic
and dawing conclusions on the basis of these fads and examples, the report makes
statements and conclusions which it does not attempt to justify, quantify or explain in
fadual terms. This weakens the force of the aguments put forward as the report does not
show how the conclusions were reached o enable readers to assess whether or not these
conclusions are justified.

This tendency is made even more naticeable by the use of emotive, rhetorical and
poemicd language (e.g. Gadic ‘is hanging on by a thread which is getting more frayed by
the day. Despite the occasional signs of remisson, the prognosis is ble&k’ (Macpherson
200Q 8)). While such language is nat in itself inappropriate, the failure to badk it up with
evidence serves to lesen its force The taskforce's analysis of the present situation o
Gadic is further weakened by the seaming lack of any coherent line of argument and by a
tendency to jump between topics. The report also tends to use vague and ambiguous
language that renders the intended meaning difficult to dscern.

The most striking charaderistic of this dion, and d the report in generd, is its

amost complete falure to examine the subjed matter for which the taskforce had been

*The Gaelic in Sotland Factshee is available from the Scottish Executive's website
(www.scotland.gov.uk) and is aso included as an appendix to the Magoherson report.
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established, nramely ‘the arrangements and structures for the pulic suppat of the Gadic
organisations in Scotland'. Very little indeed is sid abou the Gadic organisations in
Scotland which the taskforce was charged with investigating. Whil e the taskforce conclude
that there is fragmentation and alack of a mherent framework amongst the Gaeli ¢ groups at
present, noevidenceis given to back up this conclusion, and many topics which one might
have expeded to have been dscussed in detail were not mentioned at all. Although
appendix 3 to the report (Magherson 2000 32) lists the Gadic-related organisations
receving government fundng and the level of pulic fundng invalved, the report nowhere
gives afull presentation d the diverse Gadic organisations in existence, of their activities,
their remits, their objedives or their budgets.

The report hints that different Gadic organisations may have differing agendas and
visions for the development of the language (Magoherson 2000 10). To what extent thisis
the cae, however, and to what extent such dversity might be beneficia or detrimental are
not investigated. Similarly ignored is the basic definitional question as to which entities
constitute ‘Gadic’ groups and which pubic fundng congtitutes ‘ puldic fundng of Gadic'.
This is a question d substantial importance given that a range of groups and projeds
receve pullic fundng to suppat ‘Gadic aulture’ or ‘the Gaelic ats but actually make
minimal use of Gadic in their work or cater for largely mondingual English-spe&king
audiences. The isaue of the relationship between Gaelic ailtural projects and the
development of the Gadic language is sSmply not addressed. Ancther pertinent question
ignored in the report is the issue of democracy and community involvement within Gadic
development, a matter which has attraded considerable dtention within the Gadic
community and which the legal scholar and Gasdic padlicy planner Robert Dunbar (2000)
has argued to be of grea importance.

Similarly, the issue of whether overlap exists between organisations and whether
pubic fundng to Gaelic groups is being spent efficiently and effedively is not considered.
Nor is attention given to the cae for or against the establishment of a single Gadic
organisation (as advocated by the Minister for Gadic) or the practicditi es of establishing
such an organisation* These omissons are particularly surprising given that resolution o
these particular questions ansto have been the prime purpose for the taskforce' s creaion
(Morrison 1999.

Against the badgroundof these aiticisms of the *Current State of Gaelic' sedion
of the report, the taskforce s assessment of the present position d the language will now be



summarised. The report argues that while some progress has been made to develop Gaelic
in a variety of fronts in the last twenty years, the language remains very wedk, indeed
endangered. Further progressis being prevented by a lad of resources, aladk of language
planning and the ladk of an owverall development palicy for the language.

The report contends that a variety of actions are needed to remedy this stuation,
with the Scottish Exeautive having a aucia role to pay. A new organisational modd is
needed for Gaelic development. Scottish Exeautive suppat shoud be increased to a level
more in line with the suppat given to the Welsh and Irish languages by the alministrations
of these courtries, and future language padicy shoud be founded on a hdlistic, language
planning based approach.” As part of this approach, cultural, socia and emnamic
development shoud be seen as closely conneded to the development of the language.

Gadic-medium educdion is adso said to have an important role to play in the
revitalisation d Gadic. Such education shoud bah continue and expand, suppated by a
consolidated fundng system for primary, secndary and tertiary education and ‘effedive
measures to ensure that more learners achieve fluency. Advantage shoud be taken of
pubdic goodwill towards Gadic and the value of bili ngualism shoud be promoted.

The short-term goal of language padicy shoud be to stabilise numbers of Gadic
spedkers at present levels over the next ten years, with the long-term goa being to ensure
an increase in numbers. Gadic must baoth be secured in what is described as the Gaelic
‘heatland’ and promoted in what are termed ‘energy centres in ather parts of Scotland.
The report’s ®dion onthe present situation d Gadic concludes with the observation that
the language is a nationa asst, whaose revitdisation is both desirable and passble
(Magherson 2000 11).

Having looked at the present situation d Gaelic, the Magherson report then goes
onto pu forward its proposals for the future development of Gadic in a vision statement
for the future of Gadic, a framework for the development of the language and in the
report’s overall recommendations. As with the rest of the report, these sections are very
short, consisting between them of only 800words.

The ‘Framework for Development’ sedion states that ‘future pubdic fundng of
Gadic shoud be (1) neals-driven, (2) project-based, (3) action-centred, (4) community-
orientated and (5) partnership-built’ (Macpherson 2000 14). The report does nat state what
exadly is meant by these terms or how these principles were arived at. It is further

“Among the final recommendations of the taskforceis that such a group be established, but no argument is
made in favour of this recommendation.



recommended that Gadic palicy shoud be based upon‘different emphasis and intensity’
for threedifferent sedions of the Gadic community which are identified by the taskforce
‘the “heartland’ where the language is gill vibrant but vulnerable’, ‘the large aea of
Scotland where Gadi c was once hedthy but has declined more rapidly in recent years and
‘the remainder of Scotland and the diaspora of Gaelic speders al over the world’,
including citi es and towns with strong Gadic communiti es (ibid).

The ‘Recommendations’ sedion d the report makes two main proposals. These ae,
first, that the Scottish Exeautive shoud ‘have Gadic representation at a senior level within
the Exeautive — a small Gadic speaking Department of the Gaidhedtachd® — to advise
ministers on pdicy’ and, secmnd, that a Gadic Development Agency, resporsible to the
Scottish Exeautive and to the Scottish Parliament, shoud be established (Macpherson 2000
16).

The Gadic Development Agency would be charged with producing an overarching
strategy and with formulating clearly articulated plans for the development of Gaglic. The
agency would develop Gaelic in four ‘functional areas’: (1) education and learning, (2) arts,
cultural and reritage; (3) econamic and social development, and (4) language planning. The
agency would also be resporsible for ‘fadlitating the process of Seaure Status for the
language’.” The agency would have achief exeautive, four ‘heads of function’ and a board
of management including five non-exeautive directors ‘representative of the Gadic
community and appanted with due dili gence by a formal seledion process (Macpherson
2000 16).

This agency would become the sole dhannel of Government fundng for Gadic
development and would in the first instance alminister Government fundng of £10milli on
annwally. It would ‘subsume the strategic development and adivities' of the currently
pubicly funded organisations, with the result that ‘the number of organisations would be
reduced and some or all of the remaining ones would become whally-owned subsidiaries of
the agency’. The groupwould aso form alli ances with ather publdic and private bodes and
‘concentrate the management of Gaelic adivities in locations in the Gadic heartland, with
appropriate distribution to acaommodate the “energy centres’ and the language’'s national
dispasition’. It isfurther recommended that a transitional Advisory Group ke established to

°Note that it appeas from the taskforce s explanation of language planning (Magpherson 200Q 10) that the
terms ‘status planning' and ‘ corpus planning’ were not fully understood

®In the Gadic version of the text it is recommended that a Gaelic department as oppced to a
Gaidhealtachd department be establi shed.

"The significance of this satement will be investigated in more detail below.
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take forward the findings of the report and that various measures be taken with regard to
Gadic schod andtertiary educaion (Magherson 2000 16).

It can be agued that the taskforce s reammendations for the future ae weakened
from the outset by the numerous flaws identified above. In particular, the failure to suppy
evidenceor justificaion for the taskforce' s analysis of the present situation means that their
recommendations for the future ae based onshallow and shaky fourdations. This failure to
explain o justify the taskforce s viewpaint is continued in the sedions deding with the
future of Gadic, asvirtualy no argument is put forward in suppat of the recommendations
made. Also absent is any discusson d the views gathered by the Macpherson committee
through the various consultation medings that were held with Gaelic organisations and
through the numerous letters that were received from members of the pullic.

The failure of the taskforce to set out the reasoning behind its recommendations
must be seen as a matter of regret. The taskforce cdls upon the Scottish Exeautive to
gredly incresse its expenditure upon Gaelic. Withou a dea judtificaion for this
expenditure and for the other changes recommended, the chances of convincing padliti cians
and civil servants of the neead to implement the report are likely to be considerably reduced.

The recommendations of the mmmitteeare dso weakened by lack of detail and by
vague and ambiguous wording. Due to the large number of ambiguities, only the most
striking will be examined here. The two key recommendations of the report are that a new
department within the Scottish Exeautive and a unified Gaelic development agency shoud
be established. In the case of the Scottish Exeautive department, only one sentenceis given:
‘having Gadic representation at a senior level within the Exeautive — a small Gadic-
spedking department of the Gaidhedtachd — to advise Ministers on pdicy’ (Macpherson
200Q 16). It is unclear from this description what would be the exad function d the
proposed department, or the nature of its relationship with ather civil service departments
or with the Gadi c development agency.

This vagueness is compoundd by the ambiguouws title ‘Department of the
Gaidhedtachd and by the fact that the Gadic version d the report recommends a Gaelic
rather than a Gaidhealtachd department. The term ‘Gaidhedtachd can be trandated in
several different ways in English. It can be used to mean the Highlands, the Gaelic-
spedking aress, or, lessusually, the Gadic-speeking people. It is, therefore, unclear whether
the department envisaged would be a department deding with Gaelic isuues only or
whether its remit would aso include apartfolio of general Highlands and Islands affairs or

of the general affairs of the islands where Gadlic isa cmmmunity language.



The recommendation for a Gaelic development agency islaid out in more detail but
noretheless raises many questions. The sedion dealing with the eisting Gadic
organisations is particularly vague: ‘subsume the strategic direction and adivities of the
currently puldic-funded organisations. The number of organisations would be reduced and
some or al of the remaining ones would become whally-owned subsidiaries of the
Agency’. It is not stated which arganisations shoud be aadlished nor which shoud become
whally owned subsidiaries of the agency. The relationship between this gatement and the
recommendation that ‘existing or new membership-based or voluntary organisations
continue to receive pulic fundng through the Gadic Development Agency’ is aso
unclea. The practicdities of merging some of the eisting Gadic groups with a Gaelic
development agency or of winding up these groups is nat investigated. This issue is by no
means a simple one given that some groups recave fundng from several sources and that
some ae membership groups or voluntary organisations which coud na smply be
abalished or merged by the Scottish Exeautive.

Also ambiguows is the statement that the Gadic development agency shoud
‘concentrate the management of Gaelic adivities in locations in the Gadic heartland, with
appropriate distribution to acommodate the “energy centres’ and the language’'s national
disposition’ (Magherson 2000 17). This sntence not only fails to define the ‘Gadic
heatland or ‘energy centres' but also seans to be internally inconsistent. The meaning of
the phrase ‘facilit ating the processof Seaure Status for the language’ is also by no means
clea (Mamherson 2000 16).

Above and beyond its vaguenesswith regard to the main remit of the taskforce —
‘to examine the arangements and structures for the puldic suppat of the Gadic
organisations in Scotland (Magherson 2000 2) — the recommendations of the report aso
stray dlightly outwith the taskforce's remit by discussng and making recommendations
relating to Gadi c primary, secondary and tertiary education (Magherson 2000 11, 17.

In summary, the Magherson report can be said to have failed to fulfil the remit
with which it was charged. Revitalising Gaelic is both very short and ladking in detail, and
does nat fully examine the eisting arrangements and structures for the pulic suppat of
Gadic organisations. In propasing future arangements for the pullic suppat of the Gadic
organisations, the taskforce’'s recommendations are unacceptably vague and ambiguous,
and the agument and factual information supdied as justificaion for these
recommendations are sketchy and inadequate. Further, some of the repot’'s

recommendations would appea to cover areas outwith the remit of the taskforce



I11. THE MACPHERSON REPORT IN POLITICAL CONTEXT

The significance of the Macpherson committee ad report can orly be fully
appredated in the broader context of the pdliti cs of Gadic development and particularly in
the mntext of the campaign for seaure status for Gaelic. This sction will give abrief
outline of the relationship between the Magherson taskforce and report and the canpaign
for seaure status for Gadic.

The term ‘secure status was coined by the national Gadic development agency
Comunn ra Gaidhlig (CnaG) to refer to a series of propasals pullished in 1997 (CnaG
19970 for legidation to suppat the Gaelic language. These propacsals were drawn upin
resporse to awidespread perception in the Gaelic community that advances made in Gadic
development since the ealy 19805, such as Gaelic broadcasting and Gadic-medium
educaion, ladked a secure foundition and an owerall strategic framework, and were instead
dependent uponthe whim of national and locd pdliti cians. The seaure status heme was,
therefore, in the words of CnaG, intended to ‘move the language issue from basic survival
and maintenance to puposeful and progressve development in the norma domains of a
modern living language’ (CnaG 1997a).

The seaure status propasals were drawn upby CnaG’s Working Group onStatus, a
group established as a recommendation d CnaG’s annual Comhdhail (Congress in 1996.
The Working Group pultished a short discusson paper entitled Seauring the Future for
Gaelic in March 1997 (CnaG 1997a), in which recommendations were made for general
principles to guide legislation for Gaelic. This document was subject to a full consultation
exercise during which owver 10,000 signatures were olleded in favour of a Gadic
Language Act. Following this public oconsultation, a more detalled document was
developed, Inbhe Thearainte dhan Ghaidhlig/Seaure Status for Gaelic (CnaG 1997h),
which was presented to the Government in December 1997. This document was
augmented in 1999by a further report, also presented to the Scottish Exeautive, in which
the seaure status propasal s were presented in the form of a draft Gadi c language bill (CnaG
1999. The secure status campaign receved strong support from Gaelic development
agencies and from the Gadi c-speding community (Meek 2000.

The key demand of Inbhe Thearainte was that a Gaelic Language Act shoud be put
in placein Scotland to give Gadic ameasure of official status Smilar to that afforded to
Welsh in Wales through the Welsh Language Act 1993.This ad provides that English and
Welsh shoud be dedt with ‘on a basis of equality’ in Wales. Recommendations for the
Gadic act included a statutory right to Gadic-medium educaion subjed to reasonable
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demand, povision for the use of Gaelic in the legal system and in the Scottish Parliament,
and a legal obligation uponlocd authorities and public bodes to draw up Gadic padlicies.
In this way, CnaG’s propasals aimed to ‘provide, for those who wanted it, the right to use
Gadic wherever possble’ (CnaG 1997).

Following the dedions to the Scottish Parliament in 1999,expedations were high
amongst Gadic campaigners that legidative measures to give Gadic asignificant measure
of official lega status were dose & hand (Dunbar 200Q 84; Meek 200Q. Secure status for
Gadic was endased by threeof Scotland' s four major padliti cd parties and was mentioned
in the plan for government of the Scottish Parliament’s ruling Labou/Liberal Democrat
coalition. Minister for Gadic Alasdair Morrison told the annuel Comhdhail that ‘we have
given a commitment in the partnership for Scotland agreement to work towards a seaure
status and | intend to pu this on fast tradk. Officials have dready been in discusson with
CnaG and these discussons will now be widened to include other parties. The Minister's
statement lent further weight to the widely held belief that the recommendations of the
Inbhe Théarainte report were to be implemented (Ross1999.

In this context, the fad that one of the Minister for Gadlic's first acts ould be to
appant a taskforce to investigate the puldic fundng for Gaelic development organisations
was a matter of some surprise anongst Gadic agencies and activists (Dunbar & McLeod
200Q Dunbar 2000. The situation is best described by Dunbar: ‘whil e the various Gaelic
organisations welcomed the review, it must be said that, given the present circumstances of
the language, minute scrutiny of comparatively small organisations, the work of many of
which is caried ou in significant measures by voluntees, is hardly a serious priority’
(200Q 84). The taskforc€s appantment was also surprising in that there had been no
puldic outcry for such a move and in that the isaue of overlap between Gaelic groups,
seamingly crucia to the Minister’s dedsion to set up the taskforce (West Highland Free
Press 1999, seaned something of ared herring as there was in fad very littl e dugdicaion
of eff orts between Gadic agencies (Dunbar & McLeod 2000.

Although its creation was by no means met with oppaition, the Magherson
committeewas percaved by many Gadic canpaigners as an attempt by the Government to
delay adion onthe Gadic issue and to divert attention from the campaign for seaure status.
Whether or not the establishment of the Gadic taskforce was indeed motivated by these
fadors, there can be no doulb that its creation dd bah buy time for the Scottish Exeautive
and turn attention away from the secure status issue (Dunbar & McLeod 2000.

If it isimposdgble to knowv whether the gopantment of the Macpherson committee

was part of an attempt by the Scottish Exeautive to badktradk onits commitment to seaure
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status for Gadic, it is certain that such a dange in pdicy did in fad take placeover the ten
months between the gopantment of the taskforce and the pubication o their report.® The
Maaherson report must, therefore, be viewed against this badkground.

The first sign of a governmental change of stance on the issue of seaure status came
in the summer of 2000 when the Parliament’s ruling Labou-Liberal Democrat coalition
voted dowvn an important amendment to the Schods Bill. This amendment would have
implemented ore of the key recommendations of the secure status proposals, namely alega
obligation uponlocd authorities to provide Gadic-medium primary educaion where
‘reasonable demand’ exists (Dunber 200Q 84-87). The battle between the Scottish
Exeautive and the Gadic organisations Comann ram Parant (the parent’s association),
CnaG and CLI (the association for learners and suppaters of Gadic) on this issue was a
bitter one and led to a grea deal of criticism of the Scottish Exeautive by Gadic
campaigners (Hardie 200Q Dinwoode 2000.

A dtill more dramatic indication d a dhange in government palicy on secure status
emerged in September 2000in a newspaper interview with First Minister Donald Dewar
(Caimbeul 2000 Campbell 2000 and a subsequent ledure delivered by the First Minister
at Sabhal Mor Ostaig. In these, the First Minister argued against a Gaelic language ad,
contending that such legislation would na only be inappropriate but courterproductive.
From this point onwards, the Scottish Exeautive has endeavoured to reinterpret the phrase
‘seaure status' in a way entirely different from that intended by the Comunn ra Gaidhlig
Working Group onStatus who coined the term. While the expresson ‘seaure status was
creaed to refer specificdly to a Gadic language ad, the Exeautive have exploited the
somewhat ambiguous nature of the term by speaking of ‘working towards scure status' or
working towards ‘ seauring the status' of Gaelic, a processof which a Gadic language act is
not (necessarily) a part. The Scottish Exeautive has, unconvincingly, attempted to argue on
occasion that this has aways been its understanding of the term ‘seaure status. This
position is untenable, howvever, given ealier ministerial statements in which it is clea that
the term ‘seaure status' refers to a Gadic language act. This understanding can be seen, for
example, in Gadic Minister Alasdair Morrison's geech duing the Parliamentary Gadic
debate on 2March 2000.

It is perhaps sgnificant that the Government’s change in pdicy on the iswue of

seaure status for Gaelic became dea at virtually the same time a the Magherson report

8t must be emphasised here that there is no evidence of any kind to suggest that any of the members of the
Magherson committee were parties to, or aware of, any Government attempt to use the committee to
badtrad on the coommitment to a Gadic language ad.
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was launched. The First Minister's geech at Sabhal Mor Ostaig in which he voiced his
scepticism abou a Gaelic language a¢ took gdace on the very day that the Macpherson
report was launched in Nairn.

While dl mention d a Gadic language ad¢ has now been dropped by the Scottish
Exeautive, the Minister for Gaelic has made dear on a number of occasions that the
Government will ‘work towards seauring the status of the language on an incremental
basis with a range of legidative provisions and pdicy adjustments (Meek 2000. Whatever
merits such an approadh might have in theory, it does not seem to have been implemented
in pradice Key government legislation and pdicies such as the National Priorities for
Educaion scheme and the National Cultura Strategy, for example, made cwmmitments to
Gadic which fell far short of the minimum aspirations of the Gaelic community and which
were so wed as to be virtually meaningless In many cases, no accourt has been taken of
Gadic & dl, such as in the National Parks Act where no mention was made of Gadic
despite mncerted lobbying by Gaelic agencies. Seaure status, whether interpreted as an ad
or aprocess appearsto be deal as far as the Scottish Exeautive is concerned.

Whil e the Scottish Exeautive has made small increases to the budgets al ocated to
Gadic organisations and Gaelic education and undbrtaken ather minor Gadic initiatives in
the two and a half yeas snce devolution, it has faled to take awy significant adion to
develop Gaelic. As aresult of this perceived ladk of progress a feding of frustration and
disappantment has emerged amongst Gadi c activists (McLeod 200).

When the Magoherson committee was appanted by the Scottish Exeautive, it was
asked to conduct its reseach ‘taking account of the Scottish Exeautive’'s palicy of suppat
for Gadlic & %t out in the Programme for Government’, a palicy which included a
commitment to ‘working towards adieve secure status for Gaelic' (Magoherson 2000 6,
26). Following the pulicaion d the Macpherson report, and the subsequent appantment
of the Ministerial Advisory Group onGasic with a remit of implementing Macpherson, it
seams that rather than being a part of the Scottish Exeautive's overal podlicy for the
development of Gaelic, as originadly stated, the cnsideration and implementation d the
Gadic taskforce's report have bemme more or less the sum total of the Scottish
Exeautive s palicy on Gadic.

As will be investigated in more detall in the next sedion, the fad that the
Magoherson committe€ s deli berations were based onthe understanding that ‘ seaure status
would be advanced by legislation hes extremely serious implicaions for RLS efforts, given

that this governmental commitment to a Gadic language act was subsequently dropped.
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V. MACPHERSON, REVERSING LANGUAGE SHIFT,
AND SOCIAL INCLUSION

Having considered the pdliticd badkgroundto the Mamherson taskforce and the
group’s palicy recommendations, this report now addresses the implicaions of Revitalising
Gaelicinterms of RLS. This question will be considered in two separate sedions. The first
sedion investigates the implicaions of the recommendations of the Macpherson report
itself. The second section investigates the implications of the fact that a key assumption d
the Magoherson report — that the review of Gaelic organisations was part of a broader
governmental palicy initiative with regard to Gadic, with secure status at its core — is no
longer viablein light of the Government’ s abandormment of its commitment to seaure status.

As noted abowve, the main recommendations of the Magherson taskforce were that a
department with resporsibility for advising ministers on Gadic palicy shoud be set up
within the Scottish Exeautive and that a Gaelic development agency shoud be establi shed
with an initial budget of £10 million per annum (Macpherson 2000 16). Although littl e or
no justification is put forward for these recmmendations in the report, there can be littl e
doult that a stronger Gaelic presence within the Scottish Exeautive and a increase in the
level of pulic expenditure on Gaelic to £10 million would be beneficial to Gaelic
development.

The report also advances the principle that the proposed Gadic development agency
shoud produce an overarching strategy, urdertake detailed planning for the language, and
distribute pulic funds on the basis of this drategic planning. The recommendation that the
new structures for Gadic development shoud be based ona language planning approac is
welcome given that a ladk of planning has been identified as a key weakness of present
Gadic development efforts (McLeod 1999.

In general terms, these recmmendations and principles would undoultedly aid
RLS efforts, bu the devil, as ever, would appea to be in the detall. While the overall
framework set out in Revtalising Gaelic is positive for RLS, some of the more minor
fedures of the Macpherson recommendations could well have negative implicaions for

Gadic development and work against RLS.

A. TheProblem of Geographical Division

As noted abowe, it is recommended in the English sedion d the report that a
‘Gadic-spe&king Department of the Gaidhedtachd be established within the Scottish
Exeautive to advise ministers on pdicy (Macpherson 2000 16). In the Gadic section d the
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report it is recommended that a department deding with Gaelic [language] affairs be
established (Magherson 2000 [Gadic version]: 16). As the term Gaidhealtachd is
normally taken to mean ‘Highlands or ‘Gadic-spe&king area when used in English, the
recommendation to creade a Gaidhedtadhd department could be interpreted to mean a
department dealing with a broad patfolio of isaues relating to the Gaeli c-speaking areas or
to the Highlands and Islands in general. Such a department would cary serious risks for
Gadic.

It is unlikely that a department dealing with a wide range of Highlands and Islands
issues would attach much priority to Gaelic development. The promotion d Gaelic would
be likely to be very low on the agenda of such a body as compared to, say, health, housing,
transport or econamic development. This tendency has already been seen with a wide range
of pulic bodes in the Highlands and Islands such as locd enterprise companies and locd
authorities. It is aso urlikely that the presence of Gadic within the remit of such a body
would strengthen the use of Gadic through the whale range of fields which might fall
within the grougs remit. Combining the function d Gadic development with ather
functions such as econamic development or tourism would also be likely to reinforce the
naive and mistaken belief that developing the Highlands and Islands econamicdly and
socialy will automaticdly and necessarily revitali se Gadic (McLeod forthcoming).

A department with a dua portfolio of Gaelic and the Highlands and Islands (or the
Gadic-spe&ing areas) would also carry dangers for the promotion d Gaelic outwith the
Highlands and Islands. A department dealing mainly with Highlands and Islands concerns
would probably be inclined to place relatively little weight on Gadic development in the
remainder of Scotland — if indeed it endeavoured to ded with it at al. Linking Gadic
with a broader Highlands and Islands department might also creae — or reinforce — the
perception that Gadic has relevance only to the Highlands and Islands. It will be argued in
detail below that the Lowlands and the major cities are strategicdly important to RLS and
that any padlicy serving to sideline these areas in Gadic development palicy would damage
the dhances of meaningful progresstowards RLS.

A strong argument can therefore be made that a Gaelic department within the
Scottish Exeautive deding solely with Gadic matters, as recommended in the Gadic
version d the Macpherson report, would be far more beneficial for Gaelic development
than a Gaidhealtachd department, and that the latter prosped contains red risks for the
language.

Also paentially damaging for the language is the recommendation that the Gaelic

community be divided into three different geographicd categories for the purposes of
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policy-making. Rewtalising Gaelic suggests that the following caegories ioud be used
for Gadlic development, with dfferent policies being necessary for eac: the Gaelic
‘heatland’, ‘rest of Gaidhealtachd’ and ‘rest of Scotland and daspora (Magherson 2000
14). While there can be no doulh that different pdlicies for Gadic development may be
appropriate for different areas, the particular geographica model put forward by the
Maherson report seems likely to work against RLS.

Crucially, the report fails to adknowledge that while different palicies might be
required in dfferent areas of Scotland, some aspeds of Gadic development can best be
undertaken at the national level. Many key institutions such as the Scottish Exeautive, the
Scotland Office and the Scottish Parliament, to give but a few examples, are national
organisations with a national remit which provide services on a national basis. National
groups relevant to the future development of Gadic include Government departments,
quangos and pubic and pivate cmpanies. Although there might be regional variationsin
the services provided by national institutions, many of the services provided by such groups
are provided centrally. For these reasons, it is clea that a ‘national’ caegory is necessary
within the Magoherson framework. The role of Gadic pdicy on a national scde simply
canna beignored in any future Gadic development structure.

In addition to omitting the national element to Gadic pdlicy, the geographicd
divison d the Gadic community put forward in Revitalising Gaelic is questionable. While
it is understandable that a‘ Gadic heatland’ and ‘rest of Gaidhedtachd' division have been
creded for the aeas of Scotland where Gadic spe&kers constitute asignificant proportion
of the popuation and/or where Gadic was recently a @ommunity language,® the ‘rest of
Scotland and daspora’ category presents srious risks for Gadic development.©

The asumption that Lowland Scotland, including Scotland's magjor conurbations,
shoud be placal into the same cdegory for Gadic development as Gadic speakers,

leaners and suppaters outwith Scotland is untenable. The position d Gaelic in Lowland

°It should be noted that the boundaries of these Gaidhealtachd divisions are not defined in the Magpherson
report.  Serious thought must be given to the exad boundaries of these aeas if Mamherson's
recommendations on this matter are acceted. This is particularly the aase for the ‘rest of Gaidhedtachd’
caegory. While thereis no daubt that the Argyll and Bute and Highland Council areas (or rather the parts of
these council areas not contained within the * Gadic heatland’ caegory) would be included within the ‘rest of
Gaidhedtachd’ category, consideration must also be given to the inclusion of other traditional Gaidhedtachd
areas auch as Highland Perthshire and the Ile of Arran.

19t should be noted that the use of the term Gadic ‘heatland’ to refer to areas where Gadic is dill a
community language is inappropriate in historica terms. While these aeas could be described acarately as
the last strongholds of Gaelic, they have not historicdly been seen as central to Gadic Scotland. If it is
appropriate to talk of a Gadic ‘heatland’, this would be Argyll and not the Outer Hebrides. The use of the
term ‘diaspora’ is also inappropriate & it suggests that Gadic spedkers and learners and people interested in
Gadic outwith Scotland are of Highland / Scottish descent. Reseach makes clea that this assumption is
inacairate.
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Scotland is smply not comparable with the situation d the language in ather courtries.
Lowland Scotland is the home of a large percentage of Scotland's Gaelic speaers. The
1991 census showed that over 40% of Gadic spesers lived ouside the Highlands and
Islands, with significant concentrations in the Central Belt, particularly in the dties of
Glasgow and Edinburgh (Madinnon 1996 3). According to the last census, over 10,000
Gadic speakers lived in Greaer Glasgow. Some 25% of al Gaelic-medium primary schod
pupls reside in the Lowlands, and research has suggested that a majority of Gadic leaners
live in Lowland Scotland, with most of them having keen brought up in Lowland Scotland
(Galloway 1995 MacCaluim forthcoming).

The situation d Gadic outside Scotland contrasts sarply with that of Lowland
Scotland. There ae no large oncentrations of Gaelic speders in any one aea outside
Scotland; Gadic speakers tend to be few in number and very scattered.™* Intergenerational
transmisson d Gasdic isunusual, and there is no expedation that it shoud take place aall.
Outside Scotland few adult Gadic learners become fluent in the language and oppatunities
to use Gadic are typicaly very limited. There is also no meaningful infrastructure for
Gadic use outside Scotland: less Gadic broadcasting, no Gadic-medium education, and
limited adult Gadic dasss and courses. In very few areas indeal, with the possble
exception d cities such as London,is there ay sense of a wherent Gadic community; and
even in areas where such a sense of community does exist, these Gadic communities are
far wedker than those of urban Scotland.

Basing Gaelic palicy-making for Lowland Scotland onthe mistaken principle that
the situation d Gadic in this area is smilar to that of Gadic outside Scotland would be
severely detrimental to the language in Lowland Scotland. The very category of ‘rest of
Scotland and Gadic diaspora carries the implicaion that Gaelic is a foreign language not
only outside Scotland bu aso within the Lowlands, and that Gadic is the language of a
diaspora, spoken orly by people with a Highland background.These ae implicaions which
would prove offensive to most Gadic speakers in Lowland Scotland, and courterproductive
to the goal of RLS.

Whil e the Magoherson report refers to Gadic as being a national language, this ‘rest
of Scotland and Gaelic diaspora’ division would clealy work against the nation d Gadic
as a national language, as it would propoundthe message that the interests and reeds of the
Gadic community of Lowland Scotland are more &in to those of Gadic speers and

HCape Breton Island in Nova Scotia, Canada, where Gadic has historicaly been a community language, is
an exception here. It should be noted, however, that Cape Breton has far more in common with the Scottish
areas placal into the ‘rest of Gaidhedtachd’ areathan with Lowland Scotland.
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leaners abroad than they are to the rest of Scotland. As there is no redistic prosped that
Gadic will ever be promoted to any great extent outwith Scotland, the aedion d a ‘rest of
Scotland and Gadic diaspora caegory for Gadic padlicy-making by the taskforce would
seam to be based onthe assumption that there shoud be alow level of provisionfor Gaelic
in Lowland Scotland. Many Gaelic spe&ers would dspute this assumption, and it could
well be viewed as divisive.

Pladng Lowland Scotland and the ‘Gadic diaspora division together would aso
appea to be based onthe awumption that the Lowlands and cities are marginal to RLS.
This view is arguably misguided, for that the Lowlands and cities are in fad of grea
strategic importance for RLS. A large percentage of Gadic speakers and leaners — and a
significant percentage of those adive in campaigning for Gadic — live outside the
Highlands and Islands. Any pdlicy serving to marginalise the areas where over 40% of
Gadic speakers, 25% of Gadic-medium pupls and a mgjority of Gadic leaners live must
be open to serious question.

There can also be no doub that a large number of non-Gaeli c-speakers in Lowland
Scotland are interested in Gaelic and that a large number of people in the Lowlands view
Gadic as anational language. A national survey of pulic opinion onGaelic condicted in
1981foundthat just under half of arepresentative national sample (49% of the total or 64%
eliminating ‘don't knows') agreed with the view that Gadic ‘shodd be encouraged in
Scotland as awhal€’ as oppased to ‘in the Highlands and Islands only’. In the same survey
41% of the total sample or 50% excluding ‘don't knows' agreed that ‘ Gadic is important
for the Scottish people & a whae (Madinnon 198) In light of the raised profile of
Gadic in the last decade, and in particular the expansion in Gadic television, there can be
littl e doult that the percentage of those viewing Gaelic & a national |language has grown
significantly in the past twenty years.

There is a serious risk that palicy-making based onthe atificial ‘rest of Scotland
and daspora caegory would na alow the potential of Lowland and wban Scotland to be
harnessed for RLS efforts. Rather, the low levels of provision for Gadic in Lowland
Scotland and the dhallenge to the nation d Gaelic & a national language — as implicit in
the ‘rest of Scotland and daspora’ division —would likely diminish the profile of Gadic
in nonHighland Scotland, and kring abou a degree of alienation amongst those dready
involved with the language in this region.

Failing to take advantage of the large anournt of goodwill towards and interest in
Gadic in Lowland Scotland would be severely detrimental to RLS given the extremely

precarious stuation d Gadic in the remainder of Scotland. Gaelic has ceaed to be a
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community language on the Highland mainland and could only be said to be acommunity
language in a limited number of areas in the Western Isles, Tiree and parts of Skye. Evenin
these ommmunities, the pasition d Gadic is rapidly weakening, with lessthan ore-third of
primary schod children in the Western Isles undergoing educdion through the medium of
Gadic and with lessthan half of those aged 25 or lessin the Western Isles knowing the
language (MadKinnon 1999 2). In these drcumstances, there is no posped that the
number of Gaelic speakers will i ncrease, or even remain stable, urless adion is taken to
promote Gadic dsewhere. Unless adion is taken to attract more Gadic learners and to
bring more eisting leaners to fluency, it will aso prove increasingly difficult to find staff
to tead in Gaelic-medium education a to fill other Gaglic-related jobs (Galloway 1994
Madinnon 19992). If the Lowland and uban popuation o Scotlandisto be sidelined in
Gadic padlicy-making, it is difficult to seehow the new Gadic speakers necessary for RLS
will be aeded.

Despite these fads, the recommendations of the Macpherson report ignore such
important questions as the views and aspirations of the Gaelic community in the ‘rest of
Scotland', the paotential for language revitalisation and maintenance in urban areas, the
potential for the formation d new Gadic communities, the meaning of the @ncept of
‘Gadic community’ in modern Scotland, the history of Gaelic as a national language and
the nead to creae new Gaeli c speakers and suppaters.

The agument that the taskforce did na view the Lowlands and cities as being
gredly important to the revitalisation d Gadic is also suggested by a map used in the
report. This map, the only one provided in Revitalising Gaelic, shows the percentages of
Gadic speakersresiding in dfferent areas of Scotland bu fail s to show the total numbers of
Gadic speakersin these aeas. By doing so, the report gives the falseimpressonthat Gadic
has littl e or no presence in urban or Lowland Scotland. Thus, even though there ae more
than ore and a half times as many Gadic speakers in Glasgow as there are in Skye, for
example, the tens of thousands of Gaelic speakersin Lowland Scotland, many of whom are
concentrated in the Greaer Glasgow and Edinburgh areas, smply canna be seen onthe
map as they form a small percentage of the overall popuation.

Ancther difficulty relating to the treament of Lowland and uban Scotland in the
Mamherson recommendations concerns the locaion d the propcsed new Gaelic
development agency and o Gadic-related employment in general. While the report is
vague on these paints, the littl e it does say raises many questions relating to social inclusion
and to RLS. The recommendation is that the Gadic development agency shoud

‘concentrate the management of Gaelic adivities in locations in the Gadic heartland, with
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appropriate distribution to acommodate the “energy centres’ and the language’'s national
dispaosition’ (Magherson 2000 17). This recommendation is unacceptably ambiguous. For
example, does the taskforce favour the remova of many of the eisting Gadic-related
policy-making functions and jobs to the Western Isles? Or is the report advocating that
existing Gadic-related employment elsewhere be retained bu that new expansion in this
field be concentrated mainly in the Western Isles? It is unclear where the ‘energy centres
referred to are located, and to what extent Gadic adivities shoud be ‘ concentrated’ in the
heatlands and to what extent they shoud be ‘appropriately distributed to acoommodate the
“energy centres’ and the language’ s national dispasition’.

Thisissueisa mntroversial and important one and it is therefore regrettable that the
recommendation is both presented urclearly and made in the form of an asertion rather
than an argument. The Magherson report does nat directly addressimportant isues such
as whether it would be beneficial for the proposed Gadic development agency to have
enhanced representation in the principal Scottish power centres, Edinburgh and Glasgow.
In addition, it does nat addressthe isaue of whether centrali sing Gaeli c-related employment
in the Western Isles would impad negatively on the maintenance and development of
Gadic in aher parts of Scotland and onthe perception o Gadlic as a national |anguage.*?
The meaning of this wdion d the Maherson report will require very careful
interpretation by the Ministerial Advisory Group onGaelic to ensure that a suitable balance
is drawn between the need to sustain and develop the Gaelic communities in the Western
Isles and the need to sustain and develop the Gadic communities in the rest of the @urtry.

Rather than being procealing from analysis of the present demography of Gadic
Scotland a on the dynamics of RLS, the Magherson report’s ‘rest of Scotland and Gadic
diaspora distinction and its overall treatment of the Lowlands and cities ssem to be based
on a rather old-fashioned view of Gadic in which the language is understood as being
relevant only to the Highlands and Islands. This view must be dchallenged na only on the
groundthat it is historicdly inacarate, bu more importantly on the groundthat it no longer
reflects the demography or aspirations of the modern Gadic community, and increasingly,
of the Scottish popuation in general. Most crucialy of all, the basic principle of dividing
the Gadic community along geographical lines soud be dalenged: as Kenneth
Madinnon fas pointed ou, ‘There ae no such things as “Gaelic-speaking areas’, only

2t should be noted that debates on the future of Gadic broadcasting and Gadic teader training have
raised the strong passhili ty that Gadic broadcasting and perhaps also Gadic teacher training will in future be
centralised in the Western Isles.
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people in particular socia groups who spe&k the language for particular socia purposesin

particular social circumstances.” (Madinnon 1984494).

B. TheBacktrack on Secure Status and itsImplicationsfor the
Macpherson Recommendations

It has been argued abowve that some of the recommendations of the Macpherson
report would, if implemented, work against RLS and promote social exclusion. These flaws
in the report could be eaily remedied by a few minor — albeit significant — changes that
would na challenge the report’s main principles. (Some suggestions in this connedion are
given below). Even if thiswere done, however, a more profound uncerlying threat to RLS
would remain. This is the possbility that the Magherson recommendations could be
implemented in isolation withou the issue of seaure status for Gadic being fully addressed.

It has already been seen that the review of Gaelic organisations was initially
intended to be, or was at least presented as, part of a broader range of measures for Gadic
development. The taskforce was charged with examining the issue of Gadic organisations
‘taking into accourt the Scottish Exeautive’'s suppat for Gadic as set out in the Programme
for Government’, a document which contains a @mmitment to seaure status for Gagelic. As
was pointed ou by John Alick Magherson at the launch of the taskforce report, and on
numerous subsequent occasions, it was the understanding of the taskforce throughou its
deli berations that there would be seaure status for Gagli c. The Scottish Exeautive almisson
that it would na in fad be introdwcing a Gaelic language act did na fully came to light
until the Magherson report was already completed and awaiti ng launch.

The Scottish Exeautive's dedsion nd to suppat a Gadic language act in the
foreseeable future has profound implications for Gaelic development. The failure of the
Exeautive to endarse the principle of a Gadic language act nat only means that Gaelic will
not receve the protedion recmmended in the Seaure Satus report. It also means that the
structures recommended by the Magoherson report will be considered and implemented as
stand-alone measures rather than as part of a broader framework for Gaeli c development, as
the taskforce had understood. In these drcumstances, there must be serious questions as to
whether the Magoherson recommendations can be of significant benefit to RLS efforts if
they are implemented in the asence of a Gaelic language ad.

A strong argument can be made that implementating the Magherson
recommendations in such circumstances would na leal to any significant progresstowards
RLS. Indeed, such a scenario might prove an olstade to meaningful progress for the
language.
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Withou a Gadic language act, the Gaeli ¢ development agency recommended by the
Magherson report would be certain to inherit many of the weaknesses of the aurrent Gadic
development infrastructure. A key structura limitation o the aurrent Gadic development
agency, Comunn ra Gaidhlig, isits lack of power. Sinceits cregionin 1985,CnaG’s role
has largely been ore of advising and d lobbying on behaf of the language and of
attempting to raise the profil e of the language. While CnaG can advise the Government and
other pubic bodes, these bodes are under no obigation to accept its advice The
disadvantages of this stuation are dearly demonstrated by the fad that the Government has
failed to suppat CnaG’ s key recommendations for language development in recent times: a
national Gadic educaion pdicy and a Gaelic language ad (CnaG 1997h CnaG 1997).

Comunn ra Gaidhlig has carried ou a grea deal of work which has been of benefit
to Gadic development. It has dore agreat ded to pubicise Gaelic and Gadic educdion,
encouraged strategic thinking abou Gadic development, and dayed a key role in naable
lobbying successes over the years, including the establishment of the Gadic Broadcasting
Fund and a national Gaelic radio service The fact that CnaG is a ‘tocthless group which
can orly encourage and nd compel pulic bodes to take adion to promote Gaelic,
however, meansthat it is sverely limited in its abili ty to raise the profil e of the language or
to creae opportunities for members of the public to use the language in everyday life in
deding with pubic bodes. At present, the level of provision for Gadic made by pubic
bodes sich as locd authorities, quangos and Government departments is minimal, with
few having pdlicies on the use of Gadic and with such pdicies as do exist typicdly being
very weak.'® Gadic-related initiatives undertaken by such groups are typically ad hac and
dependent on the presence of individuals in pasitions of power within the organisations
who have a interest in Gaelic. This means that relatively few bodes develop Gadic
policies and that the Gaelic padlicies that are developed are often short-lived and vunerable
to staff changes. This is a situation abou which CnaG can do \ery little. The lack of legal
protedion for existing provision for Gadic such as Gaelic-medium educaion also means
that CnaG often has to spend much time and effort fighting rear-guard adions to ward off
threds to existing Gadic initiatives rather than in working towards new provision for the
language.

Unlessit were acompanied by a Gadic language act, a new Gaelic development
agency as recommended by the Macpherson report would have the same fundamental
structural weaknesses as Comunn ra Gaidhlig. The new agency with its £10 million budet

13seefor example, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (1996), Highland Courcil (1998.
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would have more money for research, pubicity and lobbying than CnaG and would be ale
to enter more partnership schemes with the puldic and pivate sectors. As the single
channel of Scottish Exeautive Gadic fundng, it would also be @le to improve -
ordination and strategic planning amongst the Gadic organisations. In the @sence of a
Gadic language act, however, the new Gaelic development agency would remain largely
powerless and as such would na be ale to make significant progress towards RLS
notwithstanding its larger budget and its co-ordinating function. Withou a Gasdi ¢ language
ad, for example, there would be no requirement upon pulic bodes to create Gadic
language palicies or uponloca authorities to provide Gadic-medium educaion as a right
where reasonable demand can be shown.

It is recommended by the Magpherson report that the new agency be dcharged with
‘produwcing an overarching strategy, and formulating and implementing clearly articulated
plans with spedfied and achievable targets for the development of Gadic (Magherson
2000 16). Whil e such a strategic language planning approad is much nealed in Scotland,
the Gasdic agency simply could na produce an eff ective strategy or series of plans for the
development of the language in the asence of a Gaelic language act. Withou a language
ad, the agency would have little or no influence over the vast mgjority of the aess
contained within its drategy and dans and these documents would be unenforceable,
rendering a language planning approach imposdble. This contrasts sharply with the
situation in Wales, whereby the Welsh Language Act 1993 compels pullic bodes to draw
up Welsh language schemes and where each scheme requires the gprova of the Welsh
Language Board.

In addition to being unable to ensure meaningful direct progresstowards RLS, a
Gadic development agency withou a Gaelic language ad¢ would also make such progress
lesslikely to occur in future. As Gadic development is not seen by most pdliticians as a
key isaue, the establishment of a new and expensive Gadic development structure &
recommended by the Magherson report would likely use up the quaa of goodwill of the
Scottish Parliament towards the language for some years to come, and to crede the
misleading impresson that meaningful adion had been taken to suppat Gadic. For this
reason, if a Gadic language ad were nat put in place & the same time a the Magherson
recommendations, it is highly unlikely that such an ad would be passed for a number of
yeas afterwards. It is adso likely that there would be adesire both amongst palicy-makers
and amongst members of the Gadic community to give the new Gaelic development

agency timeto bed down before mnsidering the isaue of a Gadic language ad.
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Any delay to the passng of a Gadic language a¢ would have serious consequences.
As a Gaelic development agency withou alanguage a¢ would na have sufficient power to
make significant progress towards RLS, the longer the issue of a Gadic language ad is
delayed, the fewer Gaelic spekers there will be and the wedker the language will bein the
family andin traditional Gadic communities. In such circumstances, it is likely that suppat
for a Gadic language act will become more difficult to seaure anong palicy-makers and
paliti cians with time & language shift beaomes more and more advanced.

Given the drcumstances detailed abowve, the prospect of the implementation d the
recommendations of the Macpherson report withou the prior or simultaneous passng of a
Gadic language act shoud be viewed as ared threat to the future prospeds of Gadic and
as an ineffedive and inefficient use of puldic money. Rather than acting as a stepping stone
to more substantial pro-RLS measures, the implementation d the Magherson
recommendations withou a Gadic language act would be far more likely to act as an

obstade to further progress
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CONCLUSION

Revitalising Gaelic is a very disappanting report in a number of respects and fals
well short of the standards which would namally be expeded from a report produced on
behalf of the Scottish Exeautive. The report is extremely brief, vague and ambiguous both
in its discusson d the present Gadic development framework and in its recommendations
for the future.

Revitalising Gaelic is natable in having largely failed to investigate the remit with
which it was charged: to ‘examine the arangements and structures for the pulic support of
the Gadic organisations in Scotland, [and] to advise Scottish Ministers on future
arrangements’ (Magoherson 2000 2). Remarkably little is said in the report abou the
present arrangements and structures for the puldic support of Gaelic organisations, and the
recommendations for future arangements which are made are distinctly vague with littl e or
no attempt being made to justify them either by argument or by factua information.

Whil e the Magherson taskforce’' s key recommendations for a Gadic Development
Agency and Scottish Exeautive department would be likely to benefit language
development, certain aspects of the Revitalising Gaelic recmmmendations might well
marginaise the role of Lowland and urban Scotland in language podlicy and thus be
detrimental to owerall language development and kring about socia exclusion.

In addition to the we&knesses within the Magherson report itself, a further and
more significant threat to language development is presented by pdliticd fadors outwith
the taskforce's control which surrourded the pubicaion d the report. The Magherson
committe€ s deli berations were based onthe understanding that a Gadic language act based
on the Seawrre Satus report would be passed and that the recommendations of the
committeewould be complementary to this. The Scottish Exeautive's subsequent reversal
of suppat for a Gadic language ad raises the paosshility that the Magherson report might
be implemented as a stand-alone measure rather than as a part of an owerall |anguage
development strategy. In such circumstances, a Gadic Development Agency as
recommended by Maghersonwould be powerlessand would na constitute an efficient use
of pulic fundng for Gasdic.

The Magherson report is entitled Revtalising Gaelic. It is questionable, however,
whether the recommendations of the report would in fad revitalise the language. In the
absence of a Gadic language act and in the &sence of revisions to the Magherson

recommendations to acknowledge the importance of Lowland and uban Scotland to RLS,
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the implementation d the report could, in fad, be expected to stall further progresstowards
language revitali sation.

Re\talising Gaelic ends with the words: ‘It’s time for revitaisation, It's time for a
paradigm shift’ (Macpherson 2000 12). The recommendations of the Taskforce on Public
Fundng of Gaelic do nd constitute aparadigm shift for the language and could na be
expeded to hring abou significant revitalisation o Gadic withou some important
revisions and withou the passage of a Gadic language act.

In working to implement the Magpherson recommendations, it is to be hoped that
the new Ministerial Advisory Groupfor Gadic will make revisions to the recommendations
of the Maherson report in accordance with the discusson above and will 1 end their full

and urequivocd suppat to a Gadic language ad.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Ministerial Advisory Group on Gadic give serious
consideration to the aguments made in this report and consider advising the Minister as
follows:

1. That a Gaglic language ad¢ based onthe Secure Status for Gaelic report is esentia for
the purpases of RLS. Implementation d the recommendations of the Magoherson report
in the dsence of such an ad would na only fail to make ay significant progressin the
revitalisation d Gadic but would also be @unter-productive through making the
adiievement of such a Gadic language ad¢ or any other meaningful progressin the
development of Gaelic lesslikely.

2. That the department recommended within the Scottish Exeautive by the taskforce
shoud be aGaelic department as recommended in the Gadic version d the report. This
department shoud ded only with Gaelic dfairs nationally and shoudd na have a
broader Highlands, Islands and Gasdic remit asis siggested by the term ‘ Department of
the Gaidhedtachd'.

3. That the division d the Gadic community into three geographical sedions as put
forward by the Magherson report shoud be rejeded onthe grounds that the credion o
a ‘rest of Scotland and daspora division would be likely to sideline the dties, the
Lowlands, the maority of Gadlic learners and a significant minority of native Gadic
speers in future Gadic development. While different padlicies will be needed in
different areas of Scotland, the importance of the Lowlands, cities and Gadic learners
to RLS must be recognised and refleded in Gadic development pdlicy. It shoud aso
be recognised that there is a strong national dimension to Gadic palicy-making.
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APPENDIX A:
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF MACPHERSON REPORT

The remit of the Taskforce was to examine the arangement and structures for the
suppat of the Gaelic organisations in Scotland, and to advise Scottish Ministers on future
arrangements, taking accourt of the Scottish Exeautive’s suppat for Gadic as set out in the
Programme for Government.

The Taskforce has concluded that Gaelic is in a precarious, even criticd, condtion
and that, withou significant Government suppat it will not survive beyond the mid-paoint
of the 21% century. In order to optimise the development of the language, future pubic
fundng must be needs-driven, projed-based, and community-oriented.

Our vision for Gaglic is that, as a foundation-stone in the building of the new
Scotland, the Gadic language will be a integral and dynamic comporent of a self-assured
community with emnamic and social stability and pride in its linguistic and cultural
identity.

The key recommendations are & foll ows:

1. That the Scottish Exeautive continue to fund Gadic and enhanceits development by:
e Having Gadic representation at a senior level within the Exeautive — a small

Gadi c-spe&ing Department of the Gaidhedtachd —to advise Ministers on pdicy.

It isimportant that these gopantments be made soon, so that the incumbents will be

ableto assst in establi shing the new structures and determining priorities for adion.

e Establishing a transitional Advisory Group d four members representing the four
functional areas identified in Recommendation 2 telow.
e Establishing a Gaelic Development Agency resporsible to the Exeautive and

Parliament for:

e Prodwing an owerarching strategy, and formulating and implementing
clealy articulated plans with specified and achievabl e targets.

e Direding four functional areas. (1) education and learning; (2) arts, culture
and heritage; (3) econamic and social development; and (4) language
planning and development, within the three communities identified in the
Framework for Development.

e Fadlit ating the processof Seaure Status for the language.

2. That the Gadic Development Agency:
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e |Isheaded by a Chief Exeautive Officer, asssted by Heads of Function for each of
the four functional areas, and with a Board comprising the Chief Exeautive Officer
and five nonexeautive diredors representative of the Gaelic community and
appanted with duwe diligence by a formal seledion process It is recommended that
the nonexeautive directors receve gpropriate remuneration commensurate with
other puldic bodes.

e |sthe sole dhannel of Government fundng, to be provided in acerdance with clear
objediveslaid ou in an agreed timeframe.

e Administer initial government fundng of £10 million annuely for Gadic
development (not including broadcasting), in oder to create the minimum
conditions that will stabili se and develop the language.

e Monitor the gplicaion and impad of the fundng for which the organisations will
compete on the basis of the aiteria outlined in the Framework for Devel opment.

e Subsume the strategic direction and adivities of the arrently pulic-funded
organisations. The number of existing organisations would be reduced and some or
all of the remaining ones would become whally-owned subsidiaries of the Agency.

e Concentrate the management of Gaelic adivities in locaions in the Gadic
heatland, with appropriate distribution to acammodate the "energy centres’ and
the language’ s national dispasition.

The bottom-line for Gaelic is that, in a new Scotland, the survival and revival of a
national asset is surely desirable and pasble. It's time for revitalisation, so that the Gaelic
language becomes a dynamic comporent of a self-assured community with econamic and
socia stability and grideinitslinguistic and cultura heritage.
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APPENDI X B:
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE MACPHERSON REPORT

1. That the Scottish Exeautive continue to fund Gadic and enhanceits development by:

Having Gadic representation at a senior level within the Exeautive — a small
Gadi c-spe&ing Department of the Gaidhedtachd —to advise Ministers on pdicy.
It isimportant that these gopantments be made soon, so that the incumbents will be
ableto assst in establi shing the new structures and determining priorities for adion.
Establishing a transitional Advisory Group d four members representing the four
functional areas identified in Recommendation 2 kelow.

Establishing a Gaelic Development Agency resporsible to the Exeautive and
Parliament for:

e Prodwing an owrarching strategy, and formulating and implementing
clealy articulated plans with specified and achievabl e targets.

e Direding four functional areas. (1) education and learning; (2) arts, culture
and heritage; (3) econamic and social development; and (4) language
planning and development, within the three communities identified in the
Framework for Development.

e Fadlitating the processof Seaure Status for the language.

That the Gadic Development Agency:

Is headed by a Chief Exeautive Officer, asssted by Heads of Function for each of
the four functional areas, and with a Board comprising the Chief Exeautive Officer
and five nonexeautive diredors representative of the Gaelic community and
appanted with due diligence by a formal seledion process It is recommended that
the non-exeautive directors receve gpropriate remuneration commensurate with
other puldic bodes.

Is the sole dhannel of Government fundng, to be provided in acerdance with clear
objediveslaid ou in an agreed timeframe.

Administer initial government fundng of £10 million annually for Gadic
development (not including broadcasting), in order to create the minimum
condtions that will stabili se and develop the language

Monitor the gplication and impad of the fundng on the basis of the aiteria

outlined in the Framework for Development.

33



Subsume the strategic direction and adivities of the airrently pubic-funded
organisations. The number of organisations would be reduced and some or al of the
remaining ones would become whally-owned subsidiaries of the Agency.
Concentrate the management of Gaelic adivities in locaions in the Gadic
heatland, with appropriate distribution to acammmodate the "energy centres’ and
the language’ s national dispasition.

Form strategic dli ances with the Gadic broadcasting agencies, Locd Authorities,
Enterprise Companies and aher key stakehadders.

We further recommend that:

Existing or new membership-based or voluntary organisations continue to receive
pubic fundng for projects through the Gaelic Development Agency.

Urgent priority is given to the launching of a national recruitment and training drive
for Gaelic teachers to buld on the success of Gadic Medium Education, and to
maintenance of the initiative until supdy and demand are in equili brium.

The valuable scheme of Specific Grants for Gadic Educaion is continued, bu also
reviewed for effectiveness Parameters $oud be established for the fundng cycle,
from applicaionfor grant to proof of performance against agreed pdicies and dans,
recognising additionality and associated costs. Authoriti es accessng Spedfic Grants
shoud give a annual accourting of how they are planning, offering, developing
and monitoring Gaelic Medium Education.

The nedl for fundng for Gaelic educationin the tertiary sector is addressed.
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