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1. This document (the draft Gaelic Language Bill) is better described as the Bòrd na Gàidhlig Bill – it is not in truth a Gaelic language Bill. It will not enable you, for example, to register your Will in Gaelic.

2. “..with a view to securing the status of Gaelic..” – when? There is no timetable commitment anywhere in the Bill. Consequently Gaelic might never become an official language. This is a palliative document intended to give some comfort to the terminal patient! It is most disturbing and unsatisfactory!

3. The Sabhal Mor Ostaig / CNAG conference of 1985 “Towards a Gaelic Language Act”, established a status committee which first set aspirations for Gaelic. These were never taken forward, but the recommendations of the committee were very clearly that the status of Gaelic should be confirmed through legislation.

4. The case for the status and the support of the Welsh language has been established over the past 70 years and this has been enshrined in law since 1993. Why do we now require to re-invent the wheel? Why cannot the provisions of the Welsh Language Act be duplicated in respect of Gaelic? After all Wales and Scotland are part of the same United Kingdom and the same principles should apply to both languages. There was hostility to Welsh in Wales as there is to Gaelic in Scotland, but the Welsh situation has changed and so too will the attitudes to Gaelic.

5. Music is one of the great vehicles for the transference and promotion of Gaelic – the Act must recognise the importance of the arts and culture, and ensure resourcing of the sector. 
6. Everyone can accept the arguments supporting the case for Gaelic, but this Bill is ultimately a political issue, and its content is about what is achievable. If the political will is not there the Bill will not materialise in any meaningful way.

7. There should be provision for a more “democratic” consultation of the Gaelic “customer” and “student” sectors by enabling people to vote on the adequacy of provision.

8. Given that this Bill is so weak and so unhelpful to Gaelic, is there any support for it from Gaelic bodies in Scotland?  It would surely be better to re-visit the better models, already implemented in Wales, and proposed by CNAG in Scotland. 

9. The document has serious inadequacy of provision as enabling legislation.  The Board is required to undertake much responsibility without apparently being granted authority, or being guaranteed resources to deliver. Sections 2.3 and 2.5 are particularly perplexing in this regard, demonstrating how little duty is required of Scottish Ministers in respect of ensuring the future of Gaelic. How are other political parties in Scotland reacting to this weak and worrying Bill proposal, particularly as the Scottish Executive had promised in March 2003 to bring forward “more substantive” legislation than that proposed by Russell?

10. Paragraph 1 (3) is generally pleasing, but reference to “secure status as one of the languages of Scotland” is confusing and worrying.  At this time when many countries across Europe are actively supporting their lesser-used indigenous languages, the UK appears to be more willing to support new immigrant languages than its traditional native languages.  Section 1.3(c) must have real meaning and impact in the final version of the Bill.

