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…


Bill 60
Languages Act

Projet de loi 60
Loi linguistique

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill
60, the Languages Act: Projet de loi 60. Loi linguistique.
I would say, Mr. Speaker, in moving second reading of this
piece of legislation, that I am going to be very brief in my remarks
since last week, when I made the ministerial statement, it
was of unusual length for a ministerial statement. I assume we
don't intend to repeat it today. I can say, however, with respect
to the Bill that it covers only some of the areas which were dealt
with in the ministerial statement. The ministerial statement
went on to deal with matters relating to issues with respect to
education, and those are matters quite properly within the area
of responsibility of my colleague the Minister of Education, who
will be dealing with certain aspects of that matter in her dealing
with Bill 27, the School Act.
Of course, it will be incumbent upon members of the Assembly,
in due course, to take the steps necessary to amend the
Standing Orders further to bring those Standing Orders into conformity
with the statement made on June 22 by myself in this
Assembly. Mr. Speaker, this being the case, therefore, I will conclude
my remarks by saying it is the view of the government that this
Bill reflects the reality and the realities of the province of Alberta
with respect to conduct within this Assembly and in the
courts, and will receive the support of the people of Alberta in
the broad sense. I would, therefore, urge hon. members to give
the matter careful consideration and urge their support for the
legislation.

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, rising to speak on Bill 60, which
is rather an important Bill before us. I have to say. though, that
first of all I'm disappointed in a number of aspects of it but certainly
in what went on before the Bill, before we got to this particular
point. Again -- and I raised this in question period last
year -- it seems to me that as governments and, certainly, Premiers
of the province, we can either give one message to Albertans or another 
message to Albertans, and we're well aware
of that in politics. If you like, we can either take the high road
or we can take the low road, and I have to say I was very disappointed
that from questions that were raised in this House, basically
a red herring was thrown at us about this whole matter at
that particular time.
The question, as I recall, was: are we going to change the
way Alberta is? Well. Mr. Speaker, nobody has asked to change
the way Alberta is. Then, when I heard the Premier repeat it and
say it out publicly and on an open line show where he started to
talk about all these people who wanted official bilingualism or
full bilingualism. I knew this was being done, frankly, for cheap
political points and we were taking the low road, Mr. Speaker.
Because nobody, as I pointed out in question period last week -absolutely
nobody, including the Francophone association -- had
ever asked for full bilingualism, whatever definition the Premier
was giving of that, or official bilingualism. They had put forward
a proposal, and I'd quoted parts of it from that letter, that I
thought the tone was very reasonable, recognizing also what
Alberta was, Mr. Speaker. So if it just happened once, you
could say, "Well, the Premier, as he's prone to do, just said
some things he didn't really quite mean." But when it was repeated
time after time after time, Mr. Speaker, then I recognized
clearly that what they were doing was simply cheap politics.

[Mr. Musgreave in the Chair]

Now, Mr. Speaker, in politics I suppose it's okay if the
lowest common denominator is just to get the vote and then play
on people's passions or inflame them. But, as I say to this
government, there is the high road and there is the low road: we
can either be nation builders or nation tearers down. And by
those statements that were deliberately distorted -- and when I
asked the Premier who was asking for full bilingualism or official
bilingualism, Mr. Speaker, there were no answers. He said
somebody, somewhere, said it.
Mr. Speaker, the Premier of this province sets the tone of the
level of debate that should occur not only in this Assembly but
throughout the province, and it's easy to inflame passions for
political gain. I know that, and most hon. members know that.
And if you want to play that game, that's fine, because people
that play those sorts of games -- it will eventually come back to
haunt them. I'm sure of that. And what we did really in some
of the debate -- people not understanding what was even being
asked for by the Francophone association and others -- was get
into what I call the cornflakes box syndrome, Mr. Speaker. And
I say to you that the Premier played to those emotions and those
passions, and I find that unconscionable for the leader of the
province here in Alberta. We expect much more. If I may say
so, I don't think we'd had that level of debate with the previous
Premier of this province. We may have disagreed with him, but
I don't think he would ever have resorted to that level.
I say to this government that there are certain rights but there
are also certain responsibilities to being a Canadian, Mr.
Speaker. One of those rights is to recognize what this country
is. Over many years we have said that we have two founding
nations in this province, or in this country, Mr. Speaker -- perhaps
the wrong word. But we've recognized that there are two
official languages, English and French. I thought this government
had recognized that when we signed the Meech Lake Accord.
Now, I'm not going to say to the Attorney General that
there's anything in the sheer constitutionality of what was done
here that was wrong. But I have it in front of me, Mr. Speaker
-- and this is something this government signed, the Meech Lake
Accord, and remember, we support it here in this Legislature -and
it says:
2(1) The Constitution of Canada shall be interpreted in a
manner consistent with
(a) the recognition that the existence of French speaking
Canadians, centred in Quebec but also present
elsewhere in Canada, and English-speaking Canadians,
concentrated outside Quebec but also present in
Quebec, constitutes a fundamental characteristic of
Canada.
The (b) has to do with the Quebec "distinct society." Then (2)
says: The role of the Parliament of Canada and the provincial
legislatures to preserve the fundamental characteristic of
Canada referred to in paragraph (l)(a) is affirmed.
Now, it was this Premier representing this government that
signed that Meech Lake Accord, It has to mean something, Mr.
Speaker. But I have to now wonder how serious this government
was when they signed that. What does it mean to them?
Obviously not very much, by the recent history that we've had
to go through. I say: what would it have hurt the government to
have moved partway in some of the things that the Francophone
association, and I'll come to that -- certainly not much money;
the Premier says it wasn't a matter of money. To recognize
what this country is all about and to preach tolerance rather than
intolerance wouldn't have taken very much at all, and it would
have set a leadership style that is very different from what we
have at this particular time.
So as I say, we signed the Meech Lake Accord, Mr. Speaker,
and the next time we're bringing in the type of Bill we have
here, Bill 60, which I think is hypocritical, because it is -- no
matter how we look at it -- extinguishing French rights that have
been there, really, since 1877 under section 10 of the NorthWest
Territories Act. Now, I know we had this debate. My colleague
from Athabasca-Lac La Biche brought this up, and he
was told he was wrong: he was wrong, he was wrong; it wasn't
the case. We went through legislative committees here, Mr.
Speaker. If you recall the history, after the legislative committee
we came back with the Bill last fall and said, "Well, at least
wait till the Mercure decision comes through so we don't have
to come back and do this again; hoist it." Oh no, they couldn't
do that. They had to barge ahead, like the bullies they are, and
push it through. And now again they're wrong.

AN HON. MEMBER: Let the voters decide,

MR. MARTIN: Let the voters -- there's the type of attitude we
get from a back-bench member, Mr. Speaker, that is preaching
the intolerance we're talking about. Let him be like that.
Mr. Speaker, the point is: even from that perspective we
could have saved ourselves a fair amount of problems if they'd
just listened. But they never listened. They know what's better
for everybody, and they'll barge ahead.
But I want to come back and say to this government that
there is the high road and the low road. Why is it this government
always chooses to take the low road? Mr. Speaker, we can
leave a legacy of tolerance or intolerance. Why is it this government
wants to leave a legacy of intolerance? I say again: we
can be nation builders or we can tear down this nation. Why is
it that this particular government chooses the latter, that they
want to tear down? I say it's sad to see that happen, regardless
of one's particular political philosophy, and I see that even some
of the federal Alberta Tories are embarrassed; even they,
publicly, are embarrassed. Now, they're not doing it for votes. They know 
that backbencher can play to the intolerance because
we know this can be a very difficult issue and take people apart.
So they're standing up on principle, and regardless of the fact
that they're Conservatives or not I say: good for them.
Mr. Speaker, the point I want to make in conclusion is simply
this: there's still time -- not to change this immensely. As I
mentioned the other day, there are a couple of reasonable things
about the Bill, something that my colleague has been fighting
for. No longer in the Legislature do we have to ask the
Speaker's permission to speak in one of the official languages of
the country. It's too bad we couldn't have recognized that 14
months ago, but better late than never. And that's reasonable in
the Bill. Also, of course -- we're forced into it -- the fact of
dealing with the courts.
But the third thing -- it's an important one that the Francophone
people were asking, and we were told, "Well, it's symbolism."
Mr. Speaker, symbolism is rather important. It's especially
important sometimes to minority groups when you have
often a concern about the tyranny of the majority, and we've
seen that enough times in this Legislature. All they were asking
is that there be some consultation, that we look at some Bills,
some regulations that affect people's lives, and that we translate
them. Now, Mr. Speaker, they made it clear. Maybe there were
too many there; they would have been too expensive. And I can
understand that from the government's perspective. But they
said -- and it's very clear -- they're willing to negotiate. They
just wanted this, and somebody says it's symbolism. Well, as I
said, symbolism is important.
Now, if they'd gone that small step towards nation building,
and it's not a major one -- one small step, very little cost; probably
most of it would be picked up by the federal government
anyhow -- and said we're going to be a tolerant society rather
than an intolerant society, it would be over. But the reality in
this Bill, I fear, is that eventually we're going to be dragged
through this for years and end up in the courts -- we've had that
experience in Manitoba -- where it could cost us an arm and a
leg, where we give up co-operation with groups and go the other
route. It never works, Mr. Speaker. It never works. Because
the Meech Lake Accord eventually may end up being interpreted
differently than I think. I don't know, and neither does
the Attorney General, on these issues. But I know this: it's not
the end of the matter, Mr. Speaker. It's not the end of the matter.
If instead of confrontation we'd had co-operation, we surely
could have solved this problem.
But Mr. Speaker, hope springs eternal. Hope springs eternal
that there are some tolerant people there who will take that one
little extra step. And in recognition of that, at committee stage,
where it would be appropriate, we are going to be bringing in an
amendment or two, basically to deal with consultation, that we
consult and after consultation with representatives of the Francophone
communities in Alberta that we do look at designating
some Acts, some regulations, and some dates by when this
could be done in terms of some translation -- not the majority of
tilings; the majority of the Bills and that I wouldn't want to read
them over the years -- but some of the more significant ones that
would just send out again, a message of co-operation, of nation
building, of tolerance. We would hope when we present these
amendments that the government would honestly and seriously
reconsider them, Mr. Speaker, because we believe it would do a
lot of good in this province.
Now, if it's sheer politics, Mr. Speaker, if that's all we're
dealing with here and we want to go out and say, "Oh, well,
we're standing up; we're not having full bilingualism, and
you're not going to have to read French on your cornflakes box;
we're not all going to be made to speak French," and all the rest
of it, which was never the intent, and I know the Attorney General
means that -- if we want to do that, and you want to take
that road, there's not a lot I can do about that. But I say to you:
governments are judged not by playing to the lowest common
denominator but by what they leave as a legacy to the people,
Mr. Speaker. And I hope the government would remember that.
So we will see what happens when it's appropriate time at
committee stage and these will be brought forward with good
intent. We'll see if the government is willing to take a look at
them. I don't think they'd find them that much more onerous,
but it certainly would send a message not only to Albertans but
to people across Canada. Mr. Speaker, with that we'll wait and
see what happens from my perspective in committee stage.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

MR. SPEAKER: Westlock-Sturgeon.

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In rising to speak on
Bill 60, the Languages Act, it's hard to say anything new, because
portions have been debated in the House and in question
period, as alluded to, and certainly I think there has been an editorial
in most of the dailies of the province and a lot of them
outside the province too.
Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, it is wise that the hon. minister,
in his statements that seemed to try to give the impression that
he's conferred some royal benefit on a struggling group of Hottentots
back in the wilderness, maybe take a short lesson in history
in that, first of all, this Bill does not give anything; it definitely
takes away. The Supreme Court of Canada only just recently
confirmed what many of us suspected or knew for some
time in our hearts: that the French-speaking minority in this
province had a great number of rights, and certainly it is a very
fundamental right.
The Supreme Court decision of the Mercure case involving, I
believe it was, something to do with a parking ticket or something
-- anyhow, Father Mercure was fighting for the right to be
heard in French. And in the Supreme Court of Canada Mercure
case, page 30, they make one statement, that "Language rights
belong to the category of fundamental rights." Well, Mr.
Speaker, language is the most fundamental right, I suppose, any
of us have, when we're born or when we go out into the world,
because after all, it is communication. Spoken language, written
language: it is the art of communication. So when you take
away a person's language rights, you're striking at -- as the Supreme
Court said, it's the most fundamental right It almost
ranks in with food, light shelter, and all the basic fundamentals
that mankind expects: the right to be able to communicate with
his fellow man in a language that is his mother tongue and,
secondly, the right to be able to get recognition through the
translation of laws or whatever the Legislature is doing, if it is a
democratic society, or if it isn't it's another type of society, that
it be written in that language.
Some years ago there was no question that French was the
language of the province, Mr. Speaker. I know now it only runs
around 2.8, 2.9 percent but if we go back historically, the fur
trade certainly started out mostly Francophones in a fur trade
area in the province, going back. As a matter of fact Charles
Boyer, for whom I believe a river is named -- I remember drilling
one of the many dry holes I've drilled in Alberta up in the
Fort Vermilion country and the Boyer River -- was in the country in 1787. 
At Fort Edmonton French was the language in use
until the middle of the last century. In fact another one, Marie Anne
Gaboury, was the first white woman, and I believe we
made a movie. Along with a gentleman by the name of Fil
Fraser, I was involved in making a movie on her life. Of course,
I believe she ultimately was a grandmother of Louis Riel. So
we have a history that's steeped in French, a majority French
language. You see it when you tour the names of the province.
Even a town like Vegreville that has no apparent French trace
was named after Father Vegreville, and of course I have to say
nothing more about Father Lacombe. So going into all those
areas, the French have very deep-seated roots in Alberta.
Then we come along with the Constitution. If Canada is really
anything -- some people say it's an experiment; I like to say
it's a little further than that Mr. Speaker, in that it is an effort to
have the two founding nations or two founding linguistic
groups, the English and French, which, of course, is always difficult.
Having lived in both the old countries as well as the new
country, I know one pet parlour gossip is always to argue which
preceded which and which language is most paramount even
today in business or culture, and they can argue long into the
night as you probably well know.
But the point is that we had a noble experiment working in
Canada, if Canada can be called a noble experiment. I think it
was something much of the world looked at And although I
didn't approve Meech Lake, I thought that at least when the Premier
went down to Meech Lake, the Conservative party, which I
have so often argued with through the past had finally been
dragged, kicking and squealing, into the 20th century. I thought
finally the day had come when he signed Meech Lake, because
one of the points about signing Meech Lake was that we brought
Quebec into Confederation. That was used over and over again,
as if that was the sole raison d'etre, Mr. Speaker, if you'll pardon
me slipping that one in. But the fact of the matter was that
it looked as if Meech Lake was a recognition finally by all these
provincial leaders and provincial Premiers that indeed, Confederation
was a fulfilling experiment an experiment that was
being fulfilled, and that linguistic minorities wherever they existed
in Canada between the English and French would have
rights. In fact, I think Meech Lake even has a term in there -Meech
Lake article 2; that's about as important as you can get
2(1) The Constitution of Canada shall be interpreted in a
manner consistent with
(a) the recognition that the existence of French speaking
Canadians, centred in Quebec but also present
elsewhere in Canada, and English-speaking Canadians,
concentrated outside Quebec but also present in
Quebec, constitutes a fundamental characteristic of
Canada.
Well, Mr. Speaker, what kind of government do we have
here? If you can't trust them after signing something like this -then
to come back and introduce Bill 60 into this House which
takes away, as the Supreme Court says, a most fundamental
right of our linguistic minority.
I am disappointed, Mr. Speaker, I can usually get worked up
and angry. But in this case, I feel more sick than I do angry,
because I wonder how my fellow Albertans could come out -- a
majority government although admittedly only a little over 50
percent last time around; next time probably 22 percent or so -and
interpret the Meech Lake signing that way. We go on, by
the way, as was pointed out by my hon. colleague from
Edmonton-Gold Bar, to section (b):
the recognition that Quebec constitutes within Canada a distinct
society.
Nowhere does it say there's recognition that Alberta constitutes


within Canada "a distinct society." Yet we have our Premier
coming out with -- if you'll pardon the use of the French word -a
l'escalier, after all this work: an afterthought, if you want to
interpret it. They're coming out . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Just for a moment, hon. member. I hesitate to
interrupt, but please, in purposes of the debate, if one wishes to
use the French language, that's perfectly fine in the Chamber.
So let's not apologize by throwing in these words now and
again. But just continue. Thank you.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I didn't apologize for the word
"l'escalier." I just interpreted it. It means, actually, in French,
"staircase." It comes from the old French where the only actual
discussion that took place before TV arrived was up in the drawing
room on the second floor. "L'escalier" was always the
thought, the riposte, the smart one-liner you were going to make
that occurred to you as you were leaving at the bottom of the
staircase, and it's now come, actually transmitted over, into the
English language too.
But what I'm getting at, Mr. Speaker, is that the Premier has
a l'escalier and announces that Alberta is also a distinct society,
something that -- it's absolutely out. It's not in the Meech Lake
Accord. It's nowhere. Where this new type of thinking that the
Premier and the hon. minister are coming up with is beyond me.
When we get down to it, when we go over the issues, as we look
at it, here we have a very small linguistic minority in Alberta,
and no way threatening. Even the most prejudiced redneck can
hardly conjure up a battle of the cradle or some takeover of the
linguistic rights of his English majority. I know hon. members
from Red Deer may well argue that God speaks English because,
after all, he wrote the Bible in English. Everyone knows
that. Nevertheless, the fact of the matter is that to think there's
any threat from a Franco-linguistic minority isn't there.
One of the things we could be doing, Mr. Speaker, and I
think we're missing this chance, is by going ahead and amending
this Bill -- it's gone a certain way in realizing that Francophones
have full rights and in allowing the interpretation of
Bills can be translated -- we'd be doing a number of things.
First of all, we would be recognizing a right that has been here
for some years, not taking it away as the hon. minister would do.
We're not to blame, Mr. Speaker, in all humbleness. I hope our
own Anglo minorities in Quebec and New Brunswick -- some
people might argue, well, they're not going that well. Well, personally
I don't want to get into an argument of whether they can
do their signs or whether they get the laws in English or not, I
know they do get the laws in English, but this shouldn't be a
type of tit for tat type of Confederation we're talking about.
Surely we're larger in spirit in Alberta than that, that we have to
sit there and watch Quebec and decide what goes back and
forth. One wonders, at some respect, too, when we see the hon.
minister and the hon. Premier coming out with remarks as they
have about Francophone minorities, whether they, indeed, are
doing their best to supply ammunition to any future or present
Francophone Premier that may want to take away rights from
the Anglos. Somehow or another you get the impression that
they would love to create more friction, that they would love to
see retaliatory types of regulations come in in the Francophone
areas that would strike against the English-speaking as much as
they are trying to do here.
No, Mr. Speaker, there's no argument for it at all in logic or
in keeping your agreement to Meech Lake or even economics. The federal 
government has agreed to pay the cost of translating
the laws. No, Mr. Speaker, this tears at the very fabric of Confederation.
If there's anything that will bring on separatism, it's
the attitude of the Premier and the minister in promoting this
type of legislation and in tearing apart by one stroke of the pen
what over a hundred years of people working together have
built. By their very narrow, myopic tunnel vision of what the
world is, they could set Canada back, because I'm afraid it's a
contagious type of thing. If, after all, Alberta is a distinct
society, why isn't Saskatchewan? Why isn't B.C.? We could
go on and on and get 10 little linguistic empires sitting there
shouting shrilly that, boy, they're sure going to teach that 2.9
percent minority a lesson or two; they're not going to let 'em
have laws in French,
Now, Mr. Speaker, it's beyond comprehension why a government
would have gone out of their way marching to a tune
that I do not think is there. I was born and raised in southern
Alberta, where rednecks are supposed to prosper and where
they're supposed to be around. Some people point at voting
patterns and say so, I don't, I've never discovered, except
maybe in the most inebriated conversation -- as we go about the
closure of the largest source of tax money for this government,
in the liquor stores, as our beer parlours close down -- have I run
into the type of argument, "Well, we've got to get the French
before they get us." Somehow or another there's a paranoia;
there's a fear here in saying that the most basic right, which is
being able to read your law in your own language . . .
Some might argue: what's important about having a law in
your own language? Well, it is that the very law, the very
entrails, the very mainstay of our modem society is in our laws.
There's something debilitating, something demeaning about
having to go ask somebody else to read it for you in their language
when you can't read it in your own language. I think it is
the clearest slap that you can make to any minority, to tell them
they have to read it in another language; in other words, speak
white. This is tantamount to the old saying of, "If you want to
get service, speak white," and I accuse this Premier and this
minister of going that far.
In effect, I'm not even going to sit down and ask that they
vote against it. I'm going to sit down with the final statement of
saying that I'm ashamed. I'm ashamed of my government.
Thank you.

MR. SPEAKER: Le prochain, M. le député d'Athabasca-Lac
La Biche, s'il vous plait.

MR. PIQUETTE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Almost two years
to the day I rose in this House and enunciated my first inaugural
speech as an MLA. I pointed out to the government that I
would be standing as an elected MLA, as a proud Franco Albertan
respecting the laws of this country and the traditions of
this province.
In citing the language provision contained in the North-West
Territories Act of 1886, I'd like to repeat section 110. I indicated
to the government and to all members of this House on
that which I feel was a very historical day in our provincial Legislature
because it put in practice what a lot of people thought
had been extinguished over the years, and that is section 110,
which indicates that any person may use French and English in
the debates of the Legislative Assembly; all ordinances, legislation
shall be in both French and English; records and Journals
of the Legislative Assembly shall be printed in both languages;
and either French or English may be used in court proceedings.

Now, two years later, as an individual who was first of all
applauded by all members in the House when I made my
inaugural speech in June of 1986, I recall receiving from members
from the Liberals, from the Tories, from the New
Democrats, congratulations about the significance of my
inaugural speech, and actually, in looking back, I guess forecasting
the future. I even received a couple of notes from members
from the government indicating that I would be providing in my
role as an MLA much debate or much positiveness in the future
of our province.
However, I look back at April 7, 1987, when I attempted to
ask a question in French to the Minister of Education relating to
Francophone educational language rights, and I was prevented
from doing so because we were not recognizing section 110 of
the North-West Territories Act, which is the bone of contention
in the whole sad story which developed, in my personal perspective.
Because at no time when that question was asked on April
7 did I intend to elicit debate on the whole aspect of Confederation
and the role of the Francophones in western Canada and
Alberta. Basically, I was attempting to respond to a constituent
of mine and to the Francophone association of Alberta, who had
been fighting for years to have their educational rights respected
in the province of Alberta, as Alberta had not amended the
School Act to make sure that parents who did wish to have the
alternative to choose either the English language or the French
language as the language of instruction would have that choice
for their children.
When the debate erupted throughout Alberta and throughout
Canada, I developed a very, I guess, almost sick feeling about
the whole process because of the fact that I was subjected, not
only by the government but by many individuals who do not
believe that Francophones have any rights in this country, to a
lot of intolerant types of reaction. I can recall receiving a number
of phone calls threatening my very life for having even
raised the issue in the Alberta Legislature, reflecting the kind of
intolerant attitudes that are prevalent in Alberta, which I have to
say, though, is not the majority of Albertans. But we do have a
significant minority who are still fighting the battles of the
Plains of Abraham even in 1988, who attempt to debate that the
Francophones and the Anglophones were not partners in the
building of this great country of ours.
I was amazed and shocked that we did not have a government
here who did stand up for the Francophone minority -- I
feel that I'm a threatened member of that minority -- who appeared
to be basically playing political expediency over what I
feel is a very fundamental issue not only for Alberta but for
Canada. Because I feel very strongly that if we're going to be
existing in the future as a strong Canada, we have to put aside
our battles over language and culture. I believe that we as
Canadians over the last 20, 25 years in the debate about the future
of Canada have made some basic fundamental decisions
that, number one, we are a bilingual, bicultural country, and
secondly, that we are a multicultural nation as well. We have
come to accept the fact, with most political parties supporting
this, that the future of our country is not the melting pot theory,
where we subjugate minorities and prevent than from having
the alternative choice to communicate in one or both official
languages, but that we build onto the richness and diversity that
we have as Canadians, not only as Anglophone and Francophone
Canadians but as minorities of many ethnic groups who
have come to build this country after the two partners of Confederation
in 1867 set out the terms of this country.
When we go back to 1886 and 1867, there's no doubt there was a great 
intent by this country to build a model country, to
build a country based on tolerance and understanding between
two founding people. And over the years, because of the fact
that we have had the diversity of those two founding people, we
have welcomed with open arms the many millions from other
ethnic groups who have come to our country. Because I think
we have probably, as you travel throughout the world, developed
a greater tolerance for the differences that exist among
people. Instead of creating intolerance based on the difference
of colours and races and religions and cultures, we have come to
appreciate these kinds of differences.
So two years later, after much debate throughout Canada and
even internationally, this question has been brought about. We
find that a government who said that I was totally wrong about
section 110 was proven in February to be wrong about that basic
decision of April 7 and has come to turn, at least in some significant
steps, in the right direction. I would like to at least congratulate
the government on two things: the right of any individual
in this Legislature, which represents the people of Alberta,
to communicate in both official languages in this House;
and another basic fundamental minority linguistic right is the
right to be heard before the courts in your mother tongue.
Those, I believe, are steps in the right direction.
I don't think a year ago, or 14 months ago, we could even
have predicted that the government was prepared to accept that
fact here in Alberta, so I believe that at least we have come to
recognize that in this present legislation. However, why could
we not -- if we have learned our lessons in history through this
whole debate, why did the government choose to not allow the
translation of existing laws as proposed by the Francophone association
of Alberta? They were very reasonable about the
numbers that they felt needed to be translated. Because I must
point out to you that the laws we make today -- just like I think,
prophetically, I indicated in December, when the government
enacted the resolution which said English only in this House -one
day you will regret this. I believe this government will also
regret their decision to not allow the translation of everday laws
into both official languages.
I must point out, for example, that as of May 1988, using the
government's own figures, there were 2,100 children in minority
language French instruction. And that, I will guarantee you,
will be jumping and doubling and quadrupling in the next few
years: students who will be in the French minority language
instruction. Twenty-four thousand children in the French immersion
program, 148,000 children in the core French program,
out of a total student population of 424,000 people: that represents
a very significant decision by Albertans that they do believe
in the two official languages in this province.
Now, how can we be setting examples for our children of
Francophone extraction, of Anglophone extraction, of many
other backgrounds who have accepted the fact that we do have
two official languages, not only here in the province of Alberta
but in Canada, when one of the most fundamental issues of government
is the law-making ability and we will not even accept
the fact that an existing Supreme Court decision indicates that
existing and future laws need to be in both official languages,
when it's denied by this province? I cannot understand that. I
mean, that was just simply one little extra step by this government
that they had to do. If they could accept the fact that the
Supreme Court was correct in its decision in February, then why
this 50 percent respect of section 110? Why not go all the way,
so that we can provide for the future generations of this
province, who are not going to be intolerant to the same level
that many of the backbenchers appear to believe exists in
Alberta?We have to look at the fact, for example, from a provincial
poll taken in this province, that there's been a significant change
in public opinion even in the past year, 14 months. Looking at
public opinion polls of May of 1987 to 1988: a significant
change in people's opinion about the value of our two official
languages in this province, where we find now that 46 percent
of Albertans are prepared to accept the fact that we have two
official languages, and 33 percent may be not in favour. But I
don't believe that we would have created chaos in the province
of Alberta if the translation of new laws would have been in
French and English. The government could have been the
bridge to build this whole generation, perhaps, of people who
have unfounded fears about French, of jamming French down
people's throats; we hear that all the time. Unfortunately, it is a
fear based on misconception, and it is the duty of the government,
if we're going to be building a tolerant society, to finally
overcome those fears. But we have basically played up to these
fears in the way the government introduced Bill 60, and that is
very unfortunate, very unfortunate. Just like people were prepared
to threaten my life over the issue, this government is not
prepared to stand up to those who have misconceptions about
the bilingual, multicultural nature of our country.
In the Committee of the Whole our party will be proposing
two amendments to Bill 60, attempting to make sure that this
government has time to reflect on a very important fundamental
Alberta and Canadian issue. This decision made by the Alberta
Legislature is not an isolated decision that can be made only in
the isolation of Alberta borders alone. For the Premier of Alberta
to say, "Well, we represent what is the reality of Alberta,"
I think they're dreaming about what was in the past. We are not
developing the kind of future Canada that the majority of
Canadians now want. We are basically attempting to play politics
with what are fundamental rights.
The amendments we'll be introducing are going to ask the
government to, first of all, consult with the Francophone community
in order to translate existing laws. They are not that
many in nature. We have proposed to the government that it
would not be expensive, and the costs should never be an issue
over fundamental rights. I do not hear from any of the government
side saying, for example, "We will eliminate courts or the
justice system because only a few percent in our population ever
break the law, so we don't need to have lawyers and pay for
lawyers and judges and so on and so forth." However, we have
made a decision of democracy that fundamental rights, that there
is a cost to be attached to that, and it's an important cost, of
making sure that people's freedoms and fundamental rights are
protected. So the issue of cost is not an issue, even though the
government has admitted that their decision was not based on
cost. But the translation of the existing laws which were proposed
by the Francophone association is very minimal. That
will be one amendment.
The second amendment is that we believe all future laws
from now on should be in both official languages. The New
Democrats, I believe, have proposed a very logical, very sensible
plan. We are not talking about the Journals being in both
official languages; we are talking about the final statutes that are
accepted by this Legislature. These statutes would be available
for unilingual Francophones who choose to come to Alberta to
do business here or to live here, and they are significant numbers,
increasing in terms of their coming to Alberta, in terms of
deciding to make Alberta their home. And that would be a great thing to be 
able to tell the young businessmen of Quebec who
are coming to Alberta as a place of investment, that yes, their
rights are respected right across western Canada, that they are
not ghettoized in Quebec, which is what created the whole
separatism issue in Quebec approximately 20 years ago, when
they saw that Canada was only built on window dressing, when
in actuality Quebec was isolated at its own borders, and the respect
for Francophones outside those borders was really window
dressing created by federal politicians, but in reality they were
not available there.
I looked, in fact, at an example last week. I had a Quebec
company who came to my constituency to help create approximately
70 jobs. The first questions they asked: "How
tolerant are you in this community for the Francophone
minority? Do you provide French language instruction in the
communities surrounding Athabasca-Lac La Biche?" We were
able to say yes. "How tolerant are you about unilingual Francophones
who will be coming here to this community? Do you
provide services for them?" Unfortunately, we had to say no.
Maintenant, M. le Président, je veux parler en français pour
indiquer à tous les citoyens de l'Alberta et du Canada ma réaction
au Projet de loi 60. En introduisant le Projet de loi 60, le
gouvernement albertain propose que la législature albertaine
enlève à une minorité, qui constitue une des communautés de
langue officielle de ce pays, des droits fondamentaux des gens
en existence. Il n'y a aucun doute quant à la nature des droits
linguistiques. Les droits linguistiques relèvent de la catégorie
des droits fondamentaux. La décision de la Cour suprême,
cause Mercure. En abolissant ces droits fondamentaux, le
gouvernement albertain, surpris, a eu un concept antidémocratique
et inacceptable selon lequel on peut faire disparaître
les droits fondamentaux des minorités si, premièrement.
ces droits sont ignorés suffisamment longtemps pour- réduire la
population du groupe minoritaire et, deuxièmement, après un
laps de temps suffisant, en passant une loi abolissant ces droits.
Est-ce la définition que donne le gouvernement de l'Alberta de
justice et de fair-play, des tolérances et des compréhensions, le
test des nombres pour les droits des francophones et les services
qui leur sont offerts, est-ce juste et équitable, suite à la réduction
des nombres des francophones?

Comme l'a déclaré la Cour suprême du Canada dans la décision
Mercure, je ne crois pas qu'il soit particulièrement intéressant
de plaider devant une cour de justice qu'une majorité peut
détruire les droits de la minorité simplement en agissant à l'encontre
de ces droits. La mesure prise par notre gouvernement
présente tous les Albertains comme des anti-français, ce qu'ils
ne sont pas, et encourage les sentiments anti-anglophones au
Québec. A cette époque, notre gouvernement devrait travailler à
unifier le Canada plutôt que de le morceler. L'objectif de la
Confédération en 1867 était, comme il l'est toujours
aujourd'hui, d'unifier les éléments français et anglais au Canada
afin de permettre aux Canadiens d'expression française et
anglaise de demeurer au Canada et de vivre harmonieusement
en tant qu'égaux et de se construire ensemble un meilleur pays.
Pourquoi le gouvernement de l'Alberta désire-t-il enlever à
la minorité francophone ses droits fondamentaux? Est-ce en
raison du coût? Non. La proposition que l'ACFA a présentée
pour assurer en principe nos droits ne serait pas très dispendieuse.
En fait, sur une base annuelle moins d'un centième de
ce que le gouvernement a dépensé pour uniquement le terrain de
golf à Kananaskis. Cette lettre vient de l'ACFA provinciale, et
je la lis en Chambre aujourd'hui pour montrer la position de la
francophonie de l'Alberta, puisque le gouvernement fédéral
défrayait la plupart, sinon la totalité, de ces coûts comme le confirme
la récente entente cadre entre Ottawa et la Saskatchewan.
Je veux indiquer à la Chambre aujourd'hui qu'on doit
adopter une nouvelle politique ici en Alberta. C'est le temps,
dans tout le Canada, après l'accord du Lac Meech d'adopter une
nouvelle politique. Cette nouvelle politique doit être que nos
deux peuples fondateurs et leurs droits fondamentaux doivent
être respectés au Québec et en dehors du Québec.
An issue which is very, very important in my heart is this:
that with the signing of Meech Lake, there has to be new politics
here in the province of Alberta and across Canada. No longer is
it acceptable that we will try to divide the two linguistic
minorities in Canada, both the Anglophones in Quebec and the
Francophone minorities existing outside Quebec. That, I
believe, was the intent of the Meech Lake accord, which all the
parties in this House supported. We must recognize the fact that
if we do not extend to the Francophone minorities outside
Quebec the fundamental rights that are inscribed in our Constitution,
in the Alberta Act or the Saskatchewan Act or the
Manitoba Act, or whether it would be the Confederation Act or
the Constitution Act of 1982, we will be giving examples to
other governments of how they are to treat their linguistic
minorities. It's very, very important that the decision made by the Alberta
Legislature here on Bill 60 does not give signals to the
government of Quebec, for example, that when the Supreme
Court judges the validity of Bill 101, they do not take as a signal
the fact that Alberta did not respect the intent of the Supreme
Court decision to give them licence to attack the Anglophone
minority in Quebec. Because I believe very strongly that both
linguistic minorities in Canada are threatened by provincial governments
who do not respect the kind of partnership agreements
that they themselves have signed over the years. As soon as we
try to divide and conquer, we will continue to put strain on our
Confederation. We will continue to put the kind of debate
which should have a long time ago been resolved, because politicians
have attempted to make political hay out of fundamental
linguistic rights that have existed in this country since
Confederation. The fears that a small Francophone minority existing in 
Alberta or Saskatchewan is going to be attempting to do a takeover
of this province by having a few laws translated into the French
language and to turn it into a fully bilingual province is totally
out to lunch, an issue that should have never been raised by the
Premier of Alberta because it has nothing to do with that What
we are speaking about here is an alternative choice. Just like in
the education Act, Bill 27, we are providing alternatives for Albertans.
Language rights is the same thing; it is providing alternatives
for individuals to freely express themselves or to be
served in both official languages.
At the same time, we should be extending those kinds of
services to the other ethnic minorities in our province. I look at
the Ukrainian community, for example, and the Italian community
and many others who are very significant in numbers, who
over years have lost their culture and their language. And now
in our native population, for example, we have seen the wrong
of trying to subjugate a people, to basically destroy their self esteem
and their pride in themselves. We build strong people
by building on the strengths of people -- of their families, of
their culture and language -- people that integrate in a society
based on not a sense of fear but a sense of wanting to belong.
This government should not be afraid to enact legislation which
is seen to be fair to linguistic minorities, both French and English, and 
other minorities who do also aspire to retain their
sense of roots, a commitment to their history and their culture
and language. Because with that kind of commitment from our
government we will be building a much richer and diversified
province, able to compete. Just like we're talking about the
diversification of our economy, we need to have diversification
of our people's strength, our people's ability to do business
internationally in a global economy using different languages.
Because I can tell you that anyone who is bilingual or trilingual,
I have never seen that individual apologize for being bilingual or
trilingual, in any other language. It is only the ones who have a
unilingual facility that very often do not understand the richness
of that educational experience that our young people are in increasing
numbers able to get.
So in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I'm urging, when we enter
Committee of the Whole, the government members to please
reflect very carefully about Bill 60. Because I believe, again,
that this government is making a very serious mistake, just like
they made a very serious mistake last April 7 in their kangaroo
court called the Committee on Privileges and Elections that attempted
to whitewash a very important fundamental issue that
was being debated in the Alberta Legislature, that has to now
admit they were wrong. Unfortunately, they had to attempt to
save face hereby by not complying with the Supreme Court.
That is not, in my mind, nation building. If we have learned
through this experience a very important lesson in our history,
then we must make this Bill right for future generations of
young Albertans and young Canadians.

MR. SPEAKER: Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MR. MITCHELL: Merci, M. le Président. Je dois parler contre
ce Projet de loi parce que je vais trouver que ce Projet de loi
n'aborde pas une question très centrale et très importante pour
notre pays et pour notre province.
Mr. Speaker, I must speak against this Bill. I find that this
Bill has been conceived in a political cynicism which debases
this government and which may cause to debase us as Albertans.
This is not a Bill which addresses the question of bilingualism.
The issue of bilingualism never need have been raised by this
government. The fact that it would choose to put this Bill and
what the Francophone association of Alberta was asking for, and
reasonably asking for, within the context of bilingualism establishes
only one point about this government, that this government
will stoop to almost no limited depths to make political
points.
[Mr. Musgreave in the Chair]

It is the mark of a seriously tired government, a mark of a
government without a concept and a vision of this country and
without a concept and a vision of what Quebec and Francophones
outside of Quebec offer, the tremendous value that
they offer to this country and to this province. The manner in
which this government has presented this Bill doesn't serve to
enhance tolerance; it serves to enhance intolerance. It plays to
people's fears, it plays to their lack of understanding, and it
places this very, very important issue, an issue that is important
to the very nature and strength of character and quality of this
country, it places that in jeopardy.
The Francophone association of Alberta has not asked for
bilingualism. They have merely asked in a reasonable fashion
for the recognition of Francophone rights in Alberta, rights
which are already established in the Meech Lake accord, which
this government is rushing headlong to become a signatory to.
They have asked for the right for MLAs to speak French in the
Legislature; we've acknowledged that. This government should
of course be congratulated for that particular thing. They have
asked for the right to have certain trials in French; that's been
acknowledged. They have asked for recognition of the right to
Francophone education; that's been acknowledged.
Why is it that this government would not acknowledge the
request to have laws, some in the past -- and only some -- and
all in the future, translated into French? Pure political cynicism.
What do we lose by doing that? What does each and every Albertan
lose by having a government that would do that and that
would stoop to erode that right, that would stoop to erode the
rights of people in labour unions, that would stoop to erode the
rights of nurses, that time and time again progressively stoops to
erode the rights of Albertans? What do we lose? We lose that
in and of itself, which is extremely serious. Where does it stop?
When's it your turn? When's it your turn? When's it your turn?
When it becomes your turn, there will be nobody here to defend
your rights. That's when it will finally stop.
What do we lose, though, at a broader level than even that?
We lose a concept and a vision of this country. Quebec makes
this country special. It assists in making this country special.
Francophones outside of Alberta assist in making this country
special. It makes us different than the United States. It makes
us appreciate culture, and it makes us appreciate multiculture.
Yes, that all gives us a tremendous richness and a tremendous
value in our society. If it weren't for Quebec and if it weren't
for Francophones outside of Quebec and the way in which this
country has established their rights, we would not be a multicultural
country. We would not be a country that is pursuing the
value of multiculturalism. We'd be like the United States.
Great; we'd be a melting pot. We wouldn't have the value that
that offers each of us and our kids, and the richness that that offers
us as well.
Quebec makes us special. The Francophones make us special.
That is the fact that we should be establishing with Albertans:
not a negative, "They're taking something away from
us," but rather, "What is it that we can do for the protection of
other people's rights?" Because that is an elevated thing to do,
one; and two, there's some self-interest in that, because in
protecting other peoples' rights, we also protect our own rights.
But it goes beyond that, because if this government had a
vision for this country and a sense of Alberta's place in a national
consensus and within that national vision, then they could
see a much broader implication for the manner in which they
have mishandled this particular piece of legislation. But then it
comes as no surprise that this government cannot structure an
effective negotiating position, an effective process of negotiation
in relations with the rest of this country that identifies the
need for a national vision, that establishes the need for a national
consensus and says, "This is what Alberta's place in that
national vision, in that national consensus, must be."
What is that? Well, I think there are a couple of elements
that are very, very important to that national vision. One is that
we are a bicultural and a binational country. That's in our Constitution.
That isn't to be debated at this level; that is not an
issue. We are; and Quebec is an important feature of that. And
two, we are a country that has to address the issue of regional
imbalance. Time and time again we have thrown away any kind
of leverage, positive leverage, to achieve those two features of a
national vision. Yep, here's the government that says, "We're not going to 
be bilingual." Walks down to Quebec and says:
"We'll give you anything you want. And oh, by the way, once
you've got that, then we'll talk about Senate reform." You
know what we did? We threw away important political
leverage. The minister responsible for Federal and Intergovernmental
Affairs shouldn't be sitting there smugly; he
should be saying, "Oh, my gosh; I made a horrible error, an historical
error."
Bourassa needed to have Quebec in the Constitution, because
he campaigned on it. Mulroney needs to have Quebec in the
Constitution, because he wants to campaign on it. We walked
down there and said: "Great; we'll give you what you want, and
then you talk to us later." You know what we should have said?
We should have said, positively: "Quebec makes this country
special. Francophones outside of Quebec make this country
special. We want you into this country, Quebec, but we're not
going to give it to you until we get Senate reform. We're not
going to give it to you, Mr. Bourassa, and we're not going to
give it to you, Mr. Mulroney, until we appreciate that you understand
that this country has two elements, at least, of importance
in its national consensus and its national vision, and the
other one is redressing regional imbalance."
So we've lost that initiative. Our grandchildren will be
standing in this Legislature 120 years from now talking about
the same thing, and we won't have Senate reform.
Now, similarly, we've lost perspective -- this government -on
what this French law could have been, on what this particular
Bill could have been. What it could have been was a gesture to
the rest of this country, an acknowledgment of what this country
can be, an acknowledgment of what this country should be, an
acknowledgment of how it already in fact exists at the constitutional
level, saying, "Quebec, here is legislation that indicates to
you that you can trust our appreciation of your culture and our
appreciation of Francophone culture outside of Quebec." In doing
that, we would have put a very, very important plank into
our strategy, if you will, into our approach to building this nation.
Because then we could argue more strongly for those
provinces, for Quebec, to be supporting our initiatives in
redressing the other constitutional issue, the equally important
constitutional issue that confronts this country and this province,
and that is regional imbalance.
So I look at a piece of legislation that is the height of cynical
politics; that not only hurts us as individuals because it erodes
rights that are constitutional rights; that not only hurts us as 
individuals in this province because it breeds -- yes, breeds -- intolerance
rather than supporting and supplementing tolerance;
that not only doesn't enrich our society but in fact diminishes
our society; and then goes on to limit our ability to contribute to
the national debate, to establish a national consensus and a national
vision which says, "Yes, we want Quebec in this Constitution
and in this country, and we also want to redress the question
of regional imbalance so we can have equality of opportunity
across the regions of this country."

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for
Edmonton-Strathcona.

MR. WRIGHT: Merci, M. le Président. Ce Projet de loi est
mieux que rien, je crois, mais ce n'est pas assez. Le niveau
minimum, je suggérerais, en addition aux exigences de la loi, est
la capacité des Français, des francophones, de comprendre les
lois fondamentales de cette province, au jour le jour, dans leur
propre existence et dans les cours. M. le Président, le nombre
des lois fondamentales de cette province n'est pas grand, environ
62. Le prix de la traduction de ce nombre de statuts est
moins que 50 000$. Ce n'est pas grand. Pour le futur, le prix de
la traduction, d'année en année, des amendements de ces lois
fondamentales et la traduction des nouvelles lois est, au total,
moins que 150 000$ chaque année. Ce n'est pas une grande
somme et défrayée par le gouvernement fédéral -- c'est l'argent
des taxes, c'est vrai -- mais ce n'est pas un grand prix pour
reconnaître les aspirations raisonnables des francophones de
cette province. C'est le niveau minimum des exigences raisonnables
de ces gens. Le prix importe peu à ce niveau. Ainsi,
nous disons que ce projet de loi n'est pas raisonnable. C'est
symbolique seulement, c'est légèrement symbolique. Le prix
pour accomplir la tâche nécessaire est acceptable, mais ce
gouvernement n'est pas prêt à le faire. Je dis que nous votions
"non" à cette motion, à cette étape et aux autres étapes, à moins
qu'en comité des amendements soient faits qui l'améliorent.
M. le Président, je dis que ce gouvernement manque de courage
pour faire le nécessaire. Je pense qu'il n'échappe pas aux
soupçons des "cous rouges."

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. minister.

MR. HORSMAN: In concluding the debate on second reading,
Mr. Speaker. I'm grateful that I was able to understand each of
the speakers who spoke in French, especially the last member
from Edmonton-Strathcona. His French and mine would be
about equal, I would think.
I do want to say that the Bill which is before the Assembly
does indeed reflect the reality of Alberta and, I believe, will
have the support of Albertans of all backgrounds, both those of
English, French, and all those others Albertans who are equally
Albertan and who are equally Canadian with those of English or
French origin. We have tried to strike that balance with respect
to the language within the Assembly and within the courts.
Within terms of providing for legislation in both languages,
either past or in the future, as has been proposed by some members
today, we feel that it is impractical and unreasonable and
unnecessary for the continuation of Alberta as it is today, as it
has been since 1905, and as it will be in the future.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

We have referred to not Alberta as a distinct society, but we
have indeed referred to the distinct nature of Alberta society,
and there is a difference between that and that as set out in the
Meech Lake accord with respect to Quebec. We believe, as I
said in the ministerial statement, that all the elements that are
combined within the language policy, both with respect to section
110 of the North-West Territories Act, with respect to educational
opportunities for language instructions not only in
French but in other languages, to reflect the multicultural diversity
of Alberta . . . We are moving forward in a significant way,
and we believe, therefore, that this, taken into context with the
School Act, which will be the subject of debate in committee
subsequently, hopefully today . . . We are indeed reflecting the
views of the vast majority of Alberta citizens, and anyone who
suggests that they are ashamed of Alberta as a result of this legislation
is misreading the nature of this province.
I regret that some of the terms that were used today are really
inflammatory against some Albertans who do not share the
views of the speakers, who have referred to them in disparaging
terms. I regret that because it does not reflect the tolerance that really 
exists in this province from one end of it and one side of it
to the other.
This is indeed a different province from other provinces.
That I make no hesitation in claiming here and in other provinces
in this country. I've had the opportunity to go from sea to
sea, from the American border to the Beaufort Sea, to all
provinces, to all territories, and I know, Mr. Speaker, that this
country of ours is a very distinct and unique and wonderful experiment
in nationhood, but it is only so because we can accommodate
the differences that exist between the partners in Confederation.
And I agree with those who say that Canada without
Quebec is inconceivable because of the very important role that
Quebec has played in keeping this country distinct and unique as
a nation. That's why we supported the Meech Lake accord.
That's why we support in many ways the aspirations of the people
of Quebec to decide for themselves, within their own
province, how they should conduct their affairs. We respect the
fact, and we acknowledge the fact that they respect that right for
us as well, in terms of deciding how our laws should be formed
with respect to language and legislation in the courts and in this
Assembly.Mr. Speaker, I ask hon. members to seriously reflect on this
matter and for their support in second reading of this Bill.

MR. SPEAKER: Sur la motion de l'hon. Procureur général
pour que le Projet de loi 60, la Loi linguistique, reçoive une
deuxième lecture. On the motion of the Attorney General that
Bill 60, the Languages Act, be read a second time. En faveur de
la motion, dites oui. For the motion, say aye.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

MR. SPEAKER: Contre la motion, dites non. Against the motion,
say no.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

MR. SPEAKER: The motion is carried. La motion est adoptée.
Division.

[Several members rose calling for a division. The division bell
was rung. Plusieurs députés se sont levés et ont demandé la
mise aux voix. La sonnerie annonçant la mise aux voix a retenti]

[Eight minutes having elapsed, the House divided. Huit minutes
s'étant écoulées, la Chambre a procédé au vote]

For the motion:
En faveur de la motion:
Ady Getty Pengelly
Anderson Horsman Reid
Bogle Hyland Rostad
Bradley Johnston Russell
Brassard Jonson Shaben
Cassin Kowalski Shrake
Cherry McClellan Speaker, R.
Clegg Moore, R. Stevens
Cripps Musgreave Stewart
Day Musgrove Weiss
Downey Nelson West
Drobot Oldring Young
Elzinga Osterman Zarusky
Fischer

Against the motion:
Contre la motion:
Barrett Martin Roberts
Ewasiuk McEachern Sigurdson
Fox Mjolsness Taylor
Hawkesworth Piquette Wright
Laing

Totals: Ayes - 40 Noes -13 Totaux: Oui - 40 Non -13

MR. SPEAKER: The motion is carried. La motion est adoptée.

CLERK: Deuxième lecture du Projet de loi 60, Loi linguistique.
Bill 60, Languages Act, is now read a second time.

[The House recessed at 5:35 p.m.]


