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ORDERS OF THE DAY
…
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS
…


[On motion, the Assembly resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole]
GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS
(Committee of the Whole)

PROJETS DE LOI ET ORDRES
ÉMANANT DU GOUVERNEMENT
(Comité plénier)
…]

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Committee of the Whole
will please come to order.
…
Bill 60
Languages Act

Projet de loi 60
Loi linguistique

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Pardon me committee members.
I would like to introduce the Bill in a more formal way.
À l'ordre, s'il vous plaît. Soumis au Comité plénier
aujourd'hui, le Projet de loi 60, Loi linguistique. The Committee
will please come to order. Before the Committee of the
Whole today, Bill 60, the Languages Act [interjections] Hon.
members, the Chairman is not finished yet.
Ce Projet de loi suscite-t-il des commentaires ou des questions
sur quelqu'une de ses clauses? Are there any comments or
questions to be offered on any clause of this Bill?
Hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, M. le Président, we talked about
this at sufficient length in general yesterday afternoon. Therefore.
I'll get straight to the point which is that we differ in our
view of what ought to be done in the way of the official languages
in this Assembly in one respect. That is that we believe


it is proper there should be a recognition of the Francophone
minority in the province in a wider respect, and that is that certain
basic laws, the basic minimum of statutes, be translated and
eventually all the statutes be put into French in the province by a
measured series of steps. How it would work is like this. Mr.
Chairman, as I briefly explained yesterday. A basic group of
some 62 statutes ought to be translated right away. This would
cover statutes like the Highway Traffic Act, the social services
legislation, the Land Titles Act. A group of the most basic statutes
should be translated right away. Then any amendments to
them would be translated in due course, or any re-enactments of
them. Plus, as time went along, any new statutes would be
translated into French too. So by the end of a period which we
say should not be later than January 1, 1993, which also is the
time stipulated in the Official Languages Act, all the statutes
from then on would be translated into French.
Now, we do not believe that the place of the French minority
in the province and the reality of the situation is such that the
translation of the statutes would occur until the statute had been
passed. So the difficulty, as I understand it, in the thinking of
the government was that it would be inappropriate to have a
statute end up in French if there were not French Bills along the
way, as is the case where the Legislature is fully bilingual. But
that wasn't our belief, Mr. Chairman. Our belief is that it is sufficient
at this time -- maybe it would change in the future -- if
we go along almost as we've done from the start of the province
in our treatment of Bills and the process through the Legislature
at various stages of the Bill without any French at all. This
would mean that the extra staff to be taken on would be small
indeed. The total annual cost, which I think is a legitimate area of
concern, would be really very small. And I mean small. Our
belief is that the basic demands of l'Association Canadienne-Française
de l'Alberta of the 62 statutes could be translated for a
cost of less than $40,000, that the extra staff that would be necessary
to implement our proposal would amount at the most to
less than $140,000 per annum. That, I believe, is a small price
to pay for (a) living up to the spirit of the Meech Lake accord -because
whatever the details of that that we can object to, the
spirit is correct -- and (b) ensuring that the Francophone minority
does have a basic working group of statutes so that when
they go to court and have court proceedings in the French language,
they can also refer to the laws in the French language.
So by cutting out French in the procedure, requiring that Bills be
in both languages and that the amendments be in both languages
and the records and proceedings of the House be recorded in
both languages, we are actually cutting out the bulk of the expense
of a bilingual regime. I believe that that expense is not
justified, because the extra good it would do is very much out of
proportion to the cost. However, to say, as the government
does, that it is acceptable in this day and age in Alberta to have
no statutes at all translated into French when French is the second
language of the country is unacceptable, unrealistic, and
backward looking. So, Mr. Chairman, we believe that should be
done. Now, how do we go about choosing the group of statutes?
The French Canadian association of Alberta has drawn up a list,
and I've looked at that list, as have others. The basic list does
appear pretty reasonable to me, but we must be assured that the
French Canadian association of Alberta is truly representative of
Francophones. I believe it to be, but doubtless that can be ascertained.
Perhaps there's some other group or some wider
group that can also be involved there. Too, doubtless discussion should 
take place, if it is decided to translate any statutes, as to
what they should be with that group and more widely. Then
too, what regulations should be translated? Because again, it
would be silly to have statutes without the regulations being
translated that go with those statutes. Take the Highway Traffic
Act, for example, or some Act like the Securities Act. The meat
of those is very often in the regulations. In point of fact, if there
was wholesale translation of regulations, there would be a great
amount of added expense. So we have the point of statutes to be
translated, some regulations to be translated, and consultation
with the Francophone minority in the province on all of those.
So, Mr. Chairman, I wish to move an amendment that will
correct, as we see it, Bill 60 to reflect these important concerns.
I have them here in both languages. The French set is appended
to the back of the English set. I will wait until they are distributed
to all members and first to the Table.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The hon. member can proceed
with the caveat that we are having the amendment reviewed by
Parliamentary Counsel, and if there are any problems with it,
we'll have to deal with them later.

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The amendment is
to add a section after section 3 of the Act which reads as printed
in the amendment. I won't read it all. I'll just summarize it. It
would be section 3.1, and requires that
The Lieutenant Governor in Council may, by regulation, after
consultation with representatives of the francophone communities
in Alberta, designate the Acts which are to be "printed and published in
English only before the coming into force of this Act";
"designate any regulations" which are to be printed "in English
only as regulations that are to be enacted also in French." In
other words, to designate (a), the Acts which are to go into
French, and to designate (b), the regulations going into French;
to prescribe dates by which these are to be accomplished but
which are not to be later than January 1, 1993, and to prescribe a
date not later than January 1, 1993, by which the regulations that
have been chosen shall be put into French. Then, by January 1,
1993,every Bill for an Act which is not an amending Act, and every
provision that amends an Act that has been enacted in English
and French, and all regulations made pursuant to such Acts,
shall be enacted, printed and published in English or in
English and French, and thereafter shall be printed and published
in English and French.
The French Bill, of course, is just a copy of the English.
Mr. Chairman, I believe that reflects the realities of the situation.
It avoids the error, perhaps more apparent than real, of the
Saskatchewan legislation which was similar, in which they
made no reference to consultation with the Francophone community.
In our release we said there should be a schedule to the
Act setting out the statutes that were to be translated, but we
also said there should be consultation before this has been
decided. So you can't have them both in one Bill. We'll go
with the consultation, but in the firm knowledge that it will not
be all that difficult to decide on what is the reasonable basic
number of statutes to be translated. There are on the books
some 447 statutes, I understand, Mr. Chairman. So 62 of them
is not a very high proportion, yet it is a good basic minimum
number and fulfills working needs at first. Then, by increments
the remainder can be dealt with.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Chair finds the amendment
to be in order.
The hon. Member for Athabasca-Lac La Biche.

MR. PIQUETTE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I wish to rise in support
of the amendments introduced by my colleague on Bill 60, the
Languages Act. We feel it's the position of the Official Opposition
to find a middle ground in terms of interpreting section 110
to allow us to, first of all, start translating some of the existing
laws which are, according to the Francophone association of
Alberta and the Francophone communities of Alberta, necessary
in terms of everyday kinds of laws which need to be available in
both official languages. They need to be available in terms of
individuals who wish to defend themselves in court so they're
aware of the provincial statutes in both official languages, and
even available to the lawyers defending these individuals who
will now have the ability to defend themselves in both official
languages in the Alberta courts.
It is very remiss to not be able to have some of these existing
laws in both official languages. This is why yesterday, in my
speech to the Legislature in second reading, I indicated why it
was such an important step, if we're going to be respecting section
110 in the Supreme Court, that the translation of some of
these laws is so very important. I mean, not only are they going
to be useful to the legal profession, to our law society, for example,
or to students attending university pre-Law. For example,
my son is in the pre-Law faculty at the University of Alberta,
and he was very much looking forward to completing his
education in both official languages and have available to him
Alberta statute laws which are in everyday use in terms of making
sure he's able to utilize his fluency in both languages, both
orally and in the written language and printed matter. So I think
there are a lot of very good arguments that can be used.
Now, the 62 statutes which have been identified by the Francophone
communities out of the 447 statutes on the book, according
to our calculation, would have a total annual cost of
about $140,000 in order to . . . I should say $48,000 would be
what it would cost to implement that translation of those
statutes. The annual cost of recordings and publication, staffing
costs, et cetera, and printing costs would add additional money,
but the total annual cost would be approximately $140,000, the
calculation we've been able to research to the best of our ability.
The second amendment is to call upon the government that
after this day forward any new laws enacted by this Legislature,
passed and signed by the Lieutenant Governor, be enacted in
both official languages. So there would be a continuation of
adding onto the existing laws in the province of Alberta in both
official languages -- again, as I pointed out in my speech yesterday,
not only for the existing Francophone communities in Alberta
but also for the thousands upon thousands of young Albertans
who are becoming fluent in both official languages
through our French immersion program, through our French
language schools, which are going to be accelerating in development
now that the School Act will shortly be amended to
guarantee the delivery of the minority language under section
23; the 148,000 students in various bilingual and core French
language programs, which represents around 30 percent of our
total school population, and that is increasing in numbers every
year. The government is totally remiss. To be looking at the reality
of Alberta today, which is what they made their ruling on,
we are standing up for average Albertans on the reality of the
language issue in Alberta because we are somehow a distinct province. Well, 
I believe the government and the minister are
very much addressing perhaps a reality that existed before
which is very quickly changing with the kinds of educational
opportunities our young people have in acquiring both official
languages. It's totally remiss of this government that they
should be enacting laws today which do not reflect the new generation
soon coming upon us that is going to be at the levers of
business, the levers of government, and will be bilingual very
much in their ability to be fluent in both official languages and
possibly in many other languages our school system is encouraging
for our students to develop.
So it's a government again that's to some extent fossilized in
its belief of the reality of Alberta today. They're living in the
past, and what these amendments would do would be to ensure
that it is a forward piece of legislation which addresses the
guarantees that were provided in 1886 under section 110 of the
North-West Territories Act. It also addresses the new reality of
the 1980s and 1990s in Alberta for our younger generation of
people. I would hope the government would consider these two
amendments, because I can predict the future. I think, with a
great degree of accuracy: that if the government does not accept
these two amendments, then we will see a Supreme Court challenge
in the very near future if the Meech Lake accord is signed
by all the provinces; that this Bill 60, the Languages Act implemented
by this province, will be contested by, most likely, a
group or an association of Francophones in Alberta to the Supreme
Court of Canada, based on the fact that this language Bill
has denied fundamental rights the province had agreed to preserve
when they were the signatory of the Meech Lake accord. I
state that with almost certainty, because I hope the minister and
this government finally realize they have been wrong in the past
in their interpretation of what they thought were constitutional
laws, with their legal experts saying that section 110 of the
North-West Territories Act would never be ruled constitutional
or enforced today by the Supreme Court. They were proven to
be totally wrong. I can guarantee you that some of the recent
discussions I've had with experts in constitutional law and those
who have looked at the Meech Lake accord are indicating now
that this Bill 60, just like the Language Act in Saskatchewan, is
going to be challenged and is defective, is contrary to the spirit
of Meech Lake.
So there's really more than just simply one good reason why
this Act should be amended now, because, number one, it's not
in keeping with the spirit of Meech Lake; and secondly, it does
not correspond to the reality of Alberta today. The reality of
Alberta today is that there is a definite belief by many Albertans
that the ability to speak both official languages in this province
is an asset. It's a richness, a diversity no one should be ashamed
of, and should be encouraged in our young people today. Unfortunately,
this government will wake up too late to take any
credit for future governments. They might be looking at the
political expediency at this time, because they believe there are
significant numbers of Albertans who are so anti-French and
they somehow have to live up to that electorate. However, leadership
calls upon governments in power to practise what they
preach, and if this government believes in the tolerance and understanding
between our two founding peoples, then they must
deliver -- they must deliver -- in terms of what has been judged
by the Supreme Court of Alberta as existing fundamental rights
Francophones have always enjoyed in the Northwest Territories,
and after Alberta became a province in 1905 that these have remained
fundamental, existing rights that have never been extinguished, even though the government thought they had.
So I hope the minister will take these two amendments,
which I think attempt to bridge the gap in terms of addressing
the whole issue of section 110 of how we can find an Alberta
solution to the Supreme Court decision, and that they also reflect
upon their responsibility to all Canadians. For the government
to say that we only represent Alberta when we enact laws,
and forget about the Canadian responsibility of their role in
Confederation, they are very sadly missing the mark. We are all
Canadians, and for us to be saying that we are only going to be
speaking on behalf of Albertans on questions of national issues,
of such national importance when other provinces are looking at
us to take examples from the decision made by this government
that might have implications on other minorities in this country
who are also threatened by their own provincial governments in
terms of enacting legislation which threatens their survival -and
I'm speaking here on behalf of the Anglophone minority in
Quebec; that we must have justice for the minorities that exist in
Quebec and the minorities that exist outside Quebec, as in the
Meech Lake accord the Premiers agreed to when they met over
a year ago on that very important issue.
I would like to read, in French now, the amendments into the
record, because I feel they need to be read into the record in
both official languages.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, the Chair doesn't
feel that you have to read them. They have been circulated, and
they will be part of Hansard.

MR. PIQUETTE: Okay. Je veux seulement dire en quelques
mots ici que je crois que les deux amendements qui ont été
introduits par . . .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Perhaps the hon. member didn't
hear me.

MR. PIQUETTE: I'm not reading it. I'm just reading a précis.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Oh, I see. All right.

MR. PIQUETTE: Je veux indiquer que je remercie l'hon.
député d'Edmonton-Strathcona des deux amendements qu'il a
proposés au gouvernement aujourd'hui pour le Projet de loi 60,
qui visent à garantir que la consultation doit exister avec la communauté
francophone ici en Alberta pour traduire certaines lois,
certains statuts qui existent ici en Alberta. Nous souhaitons que
le gouvernement regarde la proposition que notre parti a
déposée aujourd'hui, à savoir que nous sommes en faveur,
comme parti d'opposition, que la traduction de certains statuts
soit une responsabilité de ce gouvernement.
Deuxièmement, nous avons déposé un deuxième amendement
qui indique que nous voulons que le gouvernement de ce
jour, avec le Projet de loi 60, que toute nouvelle loi, tout
nouveau statut, édités par la Chambre de l'Alberta, la Législature
de l'Alberta, soient dans les deux langues du Canada, le
français et l'anglais, et que ces lois soient disponibles à nos
communautés francophones parce que, comme j'ai dit en
anglais, c'est important pour nos jeunes, pour l'avenir de nos
jeunes, que finalement ils aient dans les mains des documents du
gouvernement provincial qui sont officiellement dans les deux
langues officielles de notre province et de notre pays. C'est important
aussi pour les Canadiens français qui sont unilingues qui
doivent se défendre dans les cours de notre province, et c'est aussi 
important pour les avocats, les professionnels qui doivent
avoir en mains pour leur éducation, pour leurs instructions, pour
les recherches, des lois qui sont inscrites ici en Alberta.
Alors, je vous remercie, M. le Président, pour votre attention
aujourd'hui.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Edmonton Gold
Bar.

MRS. HEWES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just rise to speak
briefly on this amendment and to indicate my support and the
support of the Liberal caucus.
Mr. Chairman, this amendment more or less fills out what
we believe to be the major requirements for Bill 60, and one
hopes it will accommodate the needs of the Francophone community
of Alberta as well. It should also go some distance to
remove a part of the rather unfortunate separatist stigma, the sort
of "English is the language of Alberta" stigma and labels that we
have invited in this province as a result of writing a Bill that
flies in the face of fairness and justice to all Albertans. I as an
Albertan regret some of the statements and comments that have
been made and some of the media attention we have received as
a result of Bill 60.
Mr. Chairman, to do what the amendment suggests is not
going to incur an enormous cost to Albertans. It is not a requirement
that it be done overnight. It is phased, so that it can
be withstood and can begin to meet the need, that it can happen
in a staged manner in consultation with the Francophone community
so we do the most important ones and the most necessary
ones first, and so on.
Mr. Chairman, I believe it goes a long way to meet the fundamental
rights of all Albertans to be able to read and understand
the laws of the province in either official language. I, as I
say, regret the Bill as it has appeared and the public comments
from some of our government leaders in regard to it. I believe
and have come to believe that the Bill without amendment is not
compatible with the Constitution of Canada that enshrines two
cultures and two languages. Hopefully, these amendments will
begin to reduce the irony of our Premier of Alberta signing the
Meech Lake accord enshrining Quebec as a distinct society and
protecting the rights of French-speaking Canadians whether they
are in Quebec or outside Quebec.
I have been embarrassed, as have many Albertans, by this
Bill. It is my view that we are all richer as a result of having
two cultures and two languages in our country. This is not in
any way unique. In fact, most nations of the world have more
than one language, often many more than two. I happen to believe
that there are immense advantages to each one of us by
having two official cultures, two official languages. But there's
no question that such a position as taken in the Canadian Constitution
and reinforced in Meech Lake must not only be accepted;
it must also be nourished in order to survive.
Mr. Chairman, I believe it's a fundamental right of all citizens
regardless of their language to participate, through the
democratic process, in writing laws. We have that in Alberta.
We welcome throughout Canada people of a variety of national
origins in our Houses of parliament. But concurrently, it should
be a fundamental right to have laws that are written so that citizens
of both Canada's official languages, citizens who are
French speaking and English speaking, can understand the laws.
Only in this way would we uphold the Canadian Constitution
and the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
It's time for Alberta to stop being isolationist, stop being
snobbish about who we are and what we are, stop being
parochial in the laws we write, in the way we speak about ourselves,
in the way we talk about our laws. It's time to begin to
be noble about ourselves in the nation of Canada and to be
proud of what we are as part of Canada and to show leadership
in this regard.
Mr. Chairman, I urge all members to support this
amendment.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Vegreville.

MR. FOX: Thank you. Mr. Chairman. I'm pleased to rise in
support of the amendment to Bill 60 as proposed by my colleague
from Edmonton-Strathcona. I think it's an important
amendment. I guess I have to think the reason the government
didn't include this provision in the Bill was a fairly meanminded
or small-minded reason, because I don't believe that for
us as an Assembly to enter into negotiations with the Francophone
community in Alberta to decide which statutes would
be appropriately translated into French would be a very big deal
at all. I don't think it's an especially big thing, and I'm surprised
to see that the government would choose to make an issue
out of it. Mr. Chairman. But that doesn't surprise me, given the
genesis of this whole situation, and it's a situation I've been involved
in to some degree.
I sat on the Privileges and Elections Committee last year and
was able to hear the expert testimony of a number of excellent
witnesses that appeared before us. Witness after witness gave
us assurance that the provisions of the North-West Territories
Act, section 110, were in existence, that they weren't extinguished
by the Haultain motion, and that the rights of the Francophone
minority in Alberta did, indeed, exist and ought to be
recognized. It was a painful thing for me and for my colleagues
on that committee to sit there and hear the kind of spurious arguments
put forward by the government members on that committee
in their attempts to justify what was going to come later.
What was going to come later was their heavy-handed attempt
as a government to extinguish the rights of the Francophone minority
in Alberta, and I think that's really unfortunate.
The settlement of our province was done in large part in the
very early days by people of French-Canadian background, and
that's got to be acknowledged. It was the first step towards creating
what is culturally a very rich and diverse community. I
can think of my own constituency in that regard. Mr. Chairman.
Vegreville was named after a Catholic missionary. Father
Vegreville, and the original settlers there were primarily of
French background. They were joined not too many years later
by a large number of Ukrainian and other east European immigrants
who really got the ball rolling, broke the land, turned it
into a productive and vital community. We've had successive
waves of immigration over the last few years that have made the
Vegreville constituency an even more vibrant and culturally rich
area, not unlike many other areas in this province.
I think we've got to recognize the fact that Canada is, has
been, and will continue to be a bilingual nation. Where there
are two founding nations recognized has made it possible for us
to develop this culturally rich ethnic diversity where we respect
the rights of minorities, where we encourage people to understand
their roots, their culture, their tradition, maintain them and
develop them in a way that adds to rather than takes away from
what makes this province great. It is, as my colleague from
Edmonton-Meadowlark said yesterday, a direct contrast with the
United States, where they've always tried to absorb and sub- jugate the 
minorities that come along and make them all into the
same sort of people. We've not done that in Canada, and I'm
proud of that. We've not done that in Alberta to this point and
I'm very proud of that. It seems a little inconsistent to me for a
government that has had a generally good record in encouraging
and supporting ethnic diversities that they would want to extinguish
the rights of French-Canadians.
We went through, as I mentioned to you, Mr. Chairman, the
painful process of the Privileges and Elections Committee where
the government decided that MLAs in this Assembly would not
have the right to speak in either official language, that they
should be speaking English only without prior permission. I
think that was an offensive sort of ruling, especially for my colleague
from Athabasca-Lac La Biche, who's a very practicalminded
fellow and who would not be inclined to speak in
French in the Assembly very often because it's his desire that he
be well understood by everybody here. But as a member of the
Francophone community with strong roots in this province, with
family ancestry that goes back decades and generations, he
claimed as his constitutional right the right to speak in either of
Canada's official languages in this Assembly when he felt it
necessary to do so. That was something that had been done in
this Assembly ever since Alberta was created as a province in
1905, and it was always done without question. But somehow
this Conservative government decided that ought to be challenged
and questioned.
Then in the fall we had another opportunity to make things
right . . . [interjection] I'm giving the genesis of it here, hon.
member. In the Fall we had an opportunity to make things right,
where the government brought in some changes to Standing Orders
that would require that members seek prior notice before
speaking in either official language. They said this was important
so we avoid the millions of dollars of cost that would be the
result of translating everything everybody ever said in French,
and it was an attempt to distort the reality of the situation. What
the hon. Member for Athabasca-Lac La Biche wanted was to be
able to speak French when appropriate in this Assembly without
having to go to anybody to ask permission, and would graciously
provide the translation if members desired. It wouldn't
have been anything that would cost money. But the government
decided to proceed with that motion . . .

AN HON. MEMBER: It's in the motion. It was in the Bill.
Come on.

MR. FOX: It's right here.
They decided to proceed with that and we told them at the
time that we ought to have an amendment . . .

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. The
member should be speaking to an amendment to legislation.
The hon. Member for Vegreville is speaking to matters that are
included in the Bill, not relevant at all to the amendment under
discussion this afternoon. I have no problem with listening to
him, but it's not relevant to the point.

MR. FOX: Mr. Chairman, I thank the hon. Attorney General for
his reminder. I am indeed speaking to the amendment as proposed
by the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona. I'm trying to
construct an argument to provide the background to my decision
supporting this, to say why I think it wouldn't be very difficult
at all for us to agree to translate some of our laws into both official
languages. We said to the government last fall -- and I was
a part of that negotiation -- that they should amend their motion
to say that all these rule changes would be subject to the outcome
of the Mercure decision, because we recognize . . .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, I would request
that you come back to the amendment specifically.

MR. FOX: We recognized that the Mercure case in Saskatchewan
would establish the rights of the Francophone minority
in Alberta as embodied in section 110, Mr. Chairman, which
included the translation of various statutes into French. We recognized
that. We told them that that ought to be done. They
said, "Oh no, we're not prepared to accept that either." But lo
and behold, when the decision was finally rendered in Saskatchewan,
the government had to acknowledge things.
When they did that and presented Bill 60 to us, they didn't
include something that we think ought to be included, and that is
a recognition of fundamental rights that have existed since long
before Alberta became a province, and that is that Canadians
should have the right and the opportunity to have access to and
understand and make use of their laws in either of Canada's two
official languages. That's merely what my colleague from
Edmonton-Strathcona is trying to propose with this amendment,
trying to make right with this amendment.
It wouldn't be a very difficult thing. It wouldn't cost the
millions that the government claims. In fact, the Member for
Athabasca-Lac La Biche has done some research and estimates
that it would cost about $140,000 initially for us as a province to
acknowledge we are part of a bilingual nation and to bring this
translation of existing statutes and future statutes into reality. It
wouldn't be a difficult thing. It's not an onerous thing. I as an
Albertan of Anglophone background, Mr. Chairman, who
cherishes the rich diversity, the ethnic diversity of this province,
am really offended when I hear the Premier talk about rejecting
full bilingualism, even though no one's ever proposed full bilingualism.
I don't think the government would have been granting
rights to the Francophone minority by agreeing to translate
some laws. What they would be doing is acknowledging that
these rights do exist. And what they're purporting to do with
Bill 60 is with the stroke of a pen deny they ever existed at all.
As a legislator that's unacceptable to me, Mr. Chairman. We
can't deny history. We can't rewrite history. We can't pretend
to be revisionists in this Assembly. We've got to acknowledge
and be proud of what is the history of this province and this
country.I suspect there are a few members opposite who see the wisdom
in accepting this amendment. I'm not sure who the government
has been listening to when they think they're -- well,
they may gain some support from their core vote by trying to
extinguish the rights of Francophone minorities. But it makes
me worry, Mr. Chairman, what's in store for the rest of us down
the road, because I believe that when you take rights away from
anyone in society, it hurts all of us to the extent that we are capable
as a society of acknowledging the rights and aspirations of
groups of people. We are a civilized and caring society, and I
don't think we as Albertans are demonstrating that in Bill 60.
I'd urge all hon. members to support the Member for
Edmonton-Strathcona's amendment.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Member for
Edmonton-Centre.

REV. ROBERTS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, would like to speak in 
favour of this amendment to Bill 60 as presented by
the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona. A number of the arguments
that have been advanced already I think make the point
clear as to why this amendment needs to be supported by all
fair-minded Members of this Legislative Assembly here in Alberta.
I don't want to reiterate them.
We know, as we've discussed the implications of Meech
Lake and what that means, that we are to preserve if not to promote
Canada as officially bilingual. Of course, even the political
precedents -- what's happened not only in the province of
Ontario but in the province of Saskatchewan of late -- have
shown that even though our political spirit might be unwilling,
the federal system is very supportive in terms of helping financially
or in any other way with the translating of statutes into
French. I'd like to advance another argument, Mr. Chairman. I don't
know that it's been touched on to this point. But really it's an
extraordinary argument to me in terms of how inconsistent it is
to leave this amendment out of Bill 60. It seems to me entirely
inconsistent to think that we would enact in Bill 60 the provision
for French to be spoken in the Legislature, where in fact debate
on Bills at all readings brings statutes into being, and that we
have provision for the use of French in the courts and in the judicial
proceedings and that they can have access to French in
that context, and yet the natural, fundamental link of the process
between what goes on in the Legislature and what goes on in the
courts is that link of the statute -- and the only body which does
that is that piece of paper with those words on it. In fact, as I
spoke with a lawyer recently, he said: "They don't go back into
Hansard and look at how it was debated or what was said or
what the intention of government might have been or anything
like that. They look at only the words of the statute." It's a fundamental
link of the process, Mr. Chairman, between the legislative
debate and the judicial proceedings.
If by this Bill we are enabling the provision of French to be
in those two contexts, then surely any logical consistency of
thought and of policy would ensure that certain statutes, particularly
those that would have effect for the Francophone Albertans
here in the province, would be in French. I really cannot understand
how we're going to make these two moves and yet leave
out the most natural link of those two other moves and not
provide, as this amendment does, for the statutory context to be
a context which is also provided for in French.
I think, Mr. Chairman, as members have said, that not to do
so is not only illogical and inconsistent but flies in the face of
our national unity, flies in the face of what is to be Canadian,
and is really an affront to any fair-minded Canadian who wants
to live out Canada, as those of us who are of younger age and
younger spirit want to see our country come together under the
Meech Lake accord to be that of two official languages.
Mr. Chairman, I should just say how, as I rise to speak to
this, I feel so compelled today, having just come two blocks
from here -- in Edmonton-Centre you just have to go two blocks
up to 99 Avenue and across over to 110th Street and there's
Manoir St. Joachim. It's a residence for senior citizens, 90 percent
of whom are Francophone speaking. They had me there
today to present to them . . . They had asked for a Canadian
flag, which they wanted to replace their old one and have ready
for Canada Day. And I said: "Well, listen. As well as a
Canadian flag, how about if I bring you an Alberta flag as
well?" And they said: "Oh, yes. That would be great" So they
had these two flags that I presented at a luncheon ceremony just
today, a Canadian flag and an Alberta flag.
And the symbolism of that, Mr. Chairman, I think is embedded
in this amendment. The symbolism of it is to say that
we as Canadians and as Albertans want those flags to fly together
on the same mast outside of the same senior citizens'
centre right here in Edmonton-Centre. And if members are concerned
about the faith of these seniors, it was very real. In good
faith they said: "No, we don't want to impose French language
on everybody. We just want to have our certain rights
recognized, and we want to be proud Canadians. We want to be
able to stand under the flag and have our rights recognized not
only in language and in political rhetoric and in other parts of
the land but right here in the province of Alberta, in the Legislature,
in the courts, and in statute." And that's of course what
this amendment does. It enables a member such as myself to go
out and present these flags of Canada, these flags of Alberta, as
a symbol of what we are standing for in the Assembly, in the
courts, and in our statutes.
So, Mr. Chairman, I can only, then, in summary refer to what
the hon. Leader of our Official Opposition New Democrats said
in his remarks yesterday, that there is the high road and there is
the low road. And I know time and time again we on this side
of the House have seen the government, for its own suicidal
reasons, take the low road. It seems extraordinary to me that
they would not see with some foresight the error of taking the
low road, and yet I think the high road, the fair road, the just
road would be a road that would lead us all to support this
amendment as presented by Edmonton-Strathcona. Now, we've
been told on this side of the House that we've been wrong
before, and yet our position has been vindicated. We have been
voted down before, and yet the vote has had to be reversed by
the 61 or so majority members over there. So it's no matter to
us if hon. members take the low road and reject this amendment,
because I know that we have the high road on our side. We
have the principle on our side, we have the future of Canada on
our side, and we will stand up for it even in division and vote for
this.Because we realize that Alberta is a distinct society and it is
a distinct province, Mr. Chairman, because it is distinctly coming
out of the dinosaur age of this Conservative government
with all of its inconsistency of thought and low ways of
proceeding, coming out of that dinosaur age of Tory governments
and distinctly coming into a mature age where fairness
and justice will prevail for all Canadians, for all Albertans.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Before I recognize the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Strathcona, I would like to wish the
Member for Edmonton-Calder bonne fête. For those members
whose French is as good as mine, that means happy birthday.

AN HON. MEMBER: How do you say 37 in French?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Trente-sept.
Edmonton-Strathcona.

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, I just want to correct an impression
that I think I left in introducing the amendment, which is
that it sets a certain date for the translation of all the statutes.
That's not so. It sets a certain date, January 1, 1993, beyond
which the date to be fixed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council
for translation of certain statutes cannot go. And that is the
basic number of statutes plus thereafter any amendments of
them and any new statutes altogether. Eventually, at some dis- tant time 
in the future, nearly all the statutes will be translated,
but there is no definite date for it all to happen.

MR. HORSMAN: I want to respond very briefly and say that
the government took into consideration all the arguments advanced
today relative to this issue, and it came to the conclusion
that it had to be all laws or none to be translated, because all
laws are important to every citizen of the province. That may be
a fine distinction, but that was the reason under which the decision
was made at that time. I would therefore advise members
that we cannot accept the amendments as proposed. I understand
that members are prepared to vote now on the subject.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Sur l'amendement proposé par le
député d'Edmonton-Strathcona, en faveur de l'amendement. On
the amendment proposed by the Member for EdmontonStrathcona,
for the amendment.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye. Oui.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Contre l'amendement? Against
the amendment?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No. Non.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The amendment is defeated.
L'amendement est rejeté.

[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:
Barrett Laing Piquette
Chumir Martin Roberts
Ewasiuk McEachern Sigurdson
Fox Mitchell Taylor
Gibeault Mjolsness Wright
Hawkesworth Pashak Younie
Hewes

Against the motion:
Contre la motion:
Ady Heron Osterman
Anderson Horsman Pengelly
Bogle Hyland Reid
Bradley Johnston Rostad
Campbell Jonson Russell
Cassin Kowalski Shaben
Cherry McClellan Shrake
Clegg Mirosh Sparrow
Cripps Moore, M. Speaker, R.
Day Moore, R. Stewart
Elliott Musgrove Weiss
Elzinga Nelson West
Fischer Oldring Young
Getty Orman Zarusky

Totals: Ayes -19 Noes - 42


Totaux: Oui - 19 Non - 42

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: La motion est rejetée. The motion
fails.

MR. TAYLOR: Speaking to the main motion. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to take a moment, without trying to plow old ground,
and refer . . . I was going to use this, but instead of getting the
hon. member in French, I ended up with the CBC in English,
which is about as difficult to understand.
With regard to Bill 60, Mr. Chairman, one segment maybe I
had not talked about yesterday so much is that I believe, and I
think the members opposite seem to, too, that if we take Meech
Lake and what's going on. Canada is in a state of flux now as
far as constitutional change is concerned. There's debate about
the Triple E Senate; there's the debate about provincial powers;
there's the debate about who should appoint Senators, who
should appoint judges. In other words, there's a state of ferment
in this country -- or foment, I guess; whatever way you want to
look at it -- that is very important to be addressing. Now, we
have it going on in the east and the west and in the central part.
And I'd like to think of my fellow Albertans as taking the lead
and at least speaking for a substantial element of Canada when
they sit down to the constitutional table through the years ahead,
no matter who is the Premier or what is the government, which
should not be perceived as a group that retreated into a ghetto,
afraid that in any form or another we're going to lose something,
and instead should be very open.
We have the assets here both in natural wealth in the ground,
and above the ground some of the greatest farmland in the
world, some of the greatest subsurface resources, but the greatest
wealth of all is the very big mixture of people that have immigrated
from all parts of the world to make up Canada. I think
we're lucky, as I often tell new immigrant groups that I welcome
to the country, that we were chosen by them, because that
cross section gives us a great talent. Now, that talent that we
have, not only the nouveau but the old talent, I think can be used
to give Alberta a leadership position at the negotiating table of
Canada over the next 10 to 15 years -- it may well be a generation
-- whether it's in the reform of the Senate, whether it's the
reform of the judiciary, whether it's reform of some of the other
legislative institutions that we have. And part of that leadership,
Mr. Chairman, has to be based on the fact that Albertans look
like a broad-minded, open-minded people and are not afraid of
change. Maybe they won't welcome change just for change's
sake, but they're not paranoid. They're not in any way concerned
that somehow or another any change that's for the good
of all Canadians is going to work against us.
I think that's one of the things I feel that Bill 60 . . . Although
I want to compliment the government thus far; they've
come a long way. They've made recognition of the Francophone
schools, a recognition of even Votes and Proceedings.
These are noble directions, but just that small little bit, that last
bit of translating the Acts and regulations into French in the future
and of a certain amount in the past would give so much
more to the weight of looking like a broad-minded, open minded
province that's willing to take the lead at the negotiating
tables of the future here in Canada. I think the public relations
that we would gain from it, the negotiating ability that we would
gain from it, the credit, if you may call it that, the currency at
the national tables of constitutional change would be very great
indeed. I suppose the last argument that I want to make that I didn't touch 
on maybe that much before is the hard old economic argument.
I've been fortunate enough to work in many political
jurisdictions around this world, and every language you have
under your management doesn't double your opportunities; it
triples or quadruples them. It's a geometric progression rather
than an arithmetic one. Consequently, I think, Mr. Chairman,
that if we just go that final step . . .
Consequently, I too would like to move an amendment. I'll
distribute it now. It is that section 3 be struck out and a new
section 3(1) and (2) be submitted. As they're distributing it
through the members. I'll just mention that this is very similar to
the other amendment that was defeated, but I think possibly
simplified and maybe quantified so that the members can see
very quickly to voting on it. And if you've come so close, I'd
appeal to the members opposite, if you've come so close to really
taking that stand, can you imagine the headlines tomorrow
if you vote for this amendment? Can you imagine the headlines
across Canada welcoming Alberta into the 20th century, welcoming
Albertans into taking a lead . . .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Hon. member. Could the hon.
member advise the Assembly if you have the French translation
of the amendment?

MR. TAYLOR: No.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We can't accept it. The amendment
is out of order. Unless we have it in both French and
English, the amendment is out of order.

MR. TAYLOR: I didn't understand that. Of course, we went
through what we thought were the proper legal processes. We
did not do the drafting; it was done in conjunction with your
office. We were not informed when we got it back that it had to
be done in two languages.
On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. I would think that either
French or English is acceptable.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: According to Erskine May an
amendment has to agree with the original Act. The original Act
is in French and English. Therefore, the amendments have to be
in French and English.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question has been called.
On the title and preamble. Agreed? Le titre et le préambule.
D'accord?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Opposed? Opposés?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The motion is defeated.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Pardon me. Sorry. The
motion . . . We'll just wait a minute while the Parliamentary
Counsel makes some notes here.

MR. WRIGHT: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Edmonton-Strathcona.

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, it is actually not out of order to
have a Bill that's defeated or passed without a title or preamble,
so don't worry.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Êtes-vous en faveur du Projet de
loi, please say aye.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Opposed? Contre?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The motion is carried. La motion
est acceptée.
Title and preamble. Le titre et le préambule.

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Opposed?
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 Hewes Pengelly
Anderson Horsman Piquette
Barrett Hyland Reid
Bogle Johnston Roberts
Bradley Jonson Rostad
Campbell Kowalski Russell
Cassin Laing Shaben
Cherry Martin Shrake
Chumir McEachern Sigurdson
Clegg Mirosh Sparrow
Cripps Mitchell Speaker, R.
Day Mjolsness Stewart
Elliott Moore, R. Taylor
Ewasiuk Musgrove Weiss
Fischer Nelson West
Fox Oldring Wright
Getty Orman Young
Gibeault Osterman Younie
Hawkesworth Pashak Zarusky
Heron

Totals Ayes - 58 Noes - 0
Totaux Oui - 58 Non - 0

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: La motion est adoptée. The motion
is approved. [Title and preamble agreed to. Le titre et le préambule sont
acceptés]

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Chairman, I move that the Bill be
reported.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It's been moved by the hon. Attorney
General that the Bill be reported. All those in favour,
please say aye.

HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Opposed?

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee rise
and report.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: On the motion that the committee
rise and report. For the motion?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Opposed to the motion?
Sur la motion destinée à ce que le comité suspende la séance
et fasse rapport. En faveur de la motion, dites oui. Contre la
motion, dites non. La motion est adoptée.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

MR. MUSGREAVE: M. le Président, the Committee of the
Whole has had under consideration the following Bills -- Le
Comité plénier a considéré certains Projets de loi et a établi le
rapport suivant -- reports the following Bills: Bills 52 and 60.

MR. SPEAKER: Ayant entendu le rapport du comité, êtes-vous
tous d'accord? Having heard the report of the committee, are
you all agreed?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

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


