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 WRITTEN QUESTIONS

208. Mr. Chumir asked the government the following

question: Under what programs does the Alberta government receive

funding from the government of Canada for the

promotion of bilingualism, and what was the amount of

funding per program for the fiscal years 1985-86,

1986-87, and 1987-88?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, we accept Question 208.

...

 GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS

(Third Reading)

PROJETS DE LOI ET ORDRES

ÉMANANT DU GOUVERNEMENT

(Troisième lecture)

[It was moved by the members indicated that the following Bills

be read a third time, and the motions were carried]…
Bill 60

Languages Act

Projet de loi 60

Loi linguistique

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker. I rise to move third reading of

the Languages Act, Bill 60.

Mr. Speaker, this Bill has had considerable debate in the Assembly

both during second reading and in committee study yesterday

afternoon. During the course of the study of the Bill, it

was made clear that the Official Opposition and the Liberal opposition

are opposed to the Bill. They had, of course, made efforts

to change the Bill, which is their privilege to do, in the

course of committee study. They failed to make those changes,

but it is clear where they stand in relation to this legislation.

I can say that the government had given careful consideration

to all the points that were raised relative to the issue of

translating all future statutes of this province and all future 

regulations of this province into the French language. We'd also

given careful consideration to the possibility of providing translation

of either all previous legislation or some previous legislation.

It was the view of the government, as I indicated briefly

yesterday at the end of committee study, that all laws of the

province of Alberta are important to all Albertans. Therefore,

the process by which it would be determined that some Bills

might be interpreted would be very difficult to achieve, and that

process would be an unwarranted and imnecessary expenditure

of time on behalf of either the cabinet, Executive Council, or the

members of the Assembly gathered together in this Chamber.

The other alternative, therefore, was to do none of the translation.

Because recognizing the reality of this province that for

the years since 1905 that this province has been part of Confederation,

it has not been necessary, not been required, to provide

for the people of Alberta the laws of this province in

English only, and that would be and has been a satisfactory situation

to exist. That is the position that we would recommend

continue into the future.

Now, as to other matters, it is clear that the Mercure decision

required us as a Legislature to act, required us to bring forward

legislation to deal with this matter, and to do so by the procedures

which have been adopted; that is to say, to bring in a bilingual

piece of legislation and then to put it through the processes

using both languages. That has been done, and up to this third

reading stage, we are now in the process of concluding the debate

on this Bill. I believe it has the support of an overwhelming

majority of Albertans, from every indication I have received

as a member of the Legislature, as a member of the government,

from my colleagues, who have discussed the matter with their

constituents. After all. Mr. Speaker, that is the role of members

of this Assembly: to represent the people of their constituencies

and thereby represent the people of Alberta.

We believe the Bill is fair and reasonable and practical and

recognizes the reality of Alberta and the distinct nature of Alberta

society. I make no apologies to anyone that criticizes this

legislation. The government supports this legislation. We believe

we support it in the interests of Albertans and as

Canadians, recognizing Alberta's particular role within

Confederation.

MR. SPEAKER: Calgary-Forest Lawn, followed by

Westlock-Sturgeon.

MR. PASHAK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think it's very important

at third reading to address a few comments towards the

Bill. From the point of view of our caucus, of course, we consider

it to be an extremely important piece of legislation that has

implications not just for people in the province of Alberta but

for Canadians as a whole. Although I agree with the minister to

the extent that we're here to represent the interests of our constituents

and the people of the province of Alberta generally,

there are some situations that do arise in which I think we have

to take a Canadian perspective, because it may very well be in

the long-term interests of not just Albertans and our own constituents

to take that perspective.

Now, the first remark I would like to make is that we agree

with the Bill to the extent that it's before us. Our concern,

though, is that it just doesn't go far enough. Why we think it

doesn't go far enough has to do with the very nature of Confederation

itself. I recognize that this is an academic issue to a

certain extent; there are many different interpretations of what

happened in 1867 and whose interests were realized in the Confederation

agreement of that year. But there is a view we hold

in our caucus that I think contrasts rather sharply with the view

the minister just put forward.

First of all, I think it's rather clear -- and I think everyone

would agree on this -- that when Quebec came into Confederation

or the territory that's now known as Quebec, the province

that's known as Quebec, became part of this country, it was

guaranteed certain rights by the other founding members of this

nation at that time. They were guaranteed rights with respect to

language, culture, religion, and education in order to preserve

their distinct culture. I think by and large it has worked for the

people of Quebec. Anyone who has traveled to Quebec and

spent any time there would recognize that Quebec, in fact, is

distinct in those ways with respect to language, culture, religion.

But the major unresolved question -- and this is the one that

gives rise to the debate and separates us from members opposite

-- has to do with the nature of Francophone rights outside of

Quebec and Anglophone rights within the province of Quebec.

It's pretty clear that historically the province of Quebec has been

very accepting of Anglophones within . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order, hon. member. There's a problem at

third reading. Erskine May -- and we might as well quote it now

to the House -- from page 577:

Debate on third reading . . . is more restricted than at the earlier

stage, being limited to the contents of the bill.

Within the contents of the Bill, hon. member, there is no reference

to the province of Quebec that the Chair can find. So you'll have to 

phrase the comments with respect to the Bill,

please.

MR. PASHAK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm just moving in

that direction, in the sense that we are now talking about Francophone

rights within the province of Alberta, and I think the

province has gone a long way with this legislation in terms of

recognizing those rights. But it could go a lot further. It could

have adopted, for example, the amendments we proposed. I

don't want to get into that debate either, Mr. Speaker, and that's

not my intention. The point I'm trying to make really is the

whole symbolic importance of this particular piece of legislation

and the fact that it would have strengthened that view of Confederation

I just enunciated -- that view, that is, that this is a

bilingual nation and wherever the opportunity presents itself, we

should err, if we are going to err, on the side that would

strengthen the rights of Francophones throughout this nation. I

think the province had a remarkable opportunity to do that with

this particular piece of legislation and didn't take full advantage

of the opportunity. For that reason, I intend to take a national

perspective on this issue, and I think in the long run it would be

in the best interests of all the citizens of this province and my

own constituents to do so.

Thank you.

[Mr. Musgreave in the Chair]

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. leader of the

Liberal Party.

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Speaking on third

reading, I just want to touch on very few things. One is that this

Bill, unlike most Bills that hit this Legislature, is really speaking

to Canada rather than speaking to Alberta. When you make legislation

that touches on 2.7 percent of the population, you really

can't say, even if that 2.7 percent is concentrated in a few areas,

that the way of life of Albertans in general is affected. So it is

legislation that affects a very small minority group, but it does

telegraph a message to Canada, and if not only Canada, maybe

the world. And this is a thing that bothers me more than anything

else.

One of the marks through the years of any civilization, of

how civilized a civilization becomes, is how those in power treat

those without power. That is one of the things that bothers me

in this particular Bill. It appears -- and it is -- nothing more than

summoning up the prejudices of centuries past and taking a poke

at a defenceless minority under the guise that it reflects Alberta's

reality. Well, I reject that, Mr. Speaker. A born and

raised Albertan, nowhere do I think there's a reality that any

Albertan feels they have to deny anything to 2.7 percent of the

population to feel manhood or feel as if they are doing something.

It's nothing more than a bare expression of prejudice

raked up from as far back as the Middle Ages and used as a

poke at 2.7 percent of our population.

The hon. minister mentions that the MLAs were surveyed,

Mr. Speaker -- almost a humorous statement -- 2.7 percent of

the population. Most of the government MLAs wouldn't know

a Francophone if they came up and bit *em. I mean, they don't

see one. They don't know. There's 2.7 percent of the population.

There are constituencies after constituencies where one

can live, eat, breathe, possibly even die without meeting a Francophone.

To say that the MLAs went out and surveyed the constituencies

and found that somewhere out there our Anglo-

Saxon superiority was threatened by allowing a few laws to be

translated into French is hard to understand. I hope that's the

type of survey they run when we come into the next election,

because I can assure you we will be able to beat 'em hands

down.Mr. Speaker. I think it's a sad day for Alberta; it's a black

day for Alberta. I'm afraid that this . . . We can't turn it

around, but I'm sorry indeed that I am in the House to witness

such a move.

Thank you.

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker. I want to make a few remarks

in concluding the debate on Bill 60. I just want to say that the

remarks I've just heard are deplorable. What I've heard, unfortunately,

in this process is a demeaning of Albertans by the opposition,

by the Liberal Party and the NDP.

MR. TAYLOR: That's your words, not ours.

MR. HORSMAN: I've listened to the words from the hon.

Member for Westlock-Sturgeon, and I've heard him use words

like "Anglo-Saxon superiority," that we're trying to force that

on a minority. There is no suggestion of that whatsoever, and it

is a disgraceful suggestion for the hon. leader of the Liberal

Party to make. We are a multicultural province and a multicultural

country. This Bill recognizes that very clearly, Mr.

Speaker. We want to make sure that all people in this province

are treated as Albertans and as Canadians, and that's what I said

when I moved the Bill in second reading. That's what I believe

strongly in.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

Mr. Speaker, we are dealing with the reality of the fact that

the Mercure decision has said that an Act passed in 1886 -which

had never been used in this province, never been implemented,

had fallen into complete disuse in the Northwest Territories

prior to Alberta becoming a province in 1905 -- is still

the law because of a technicality. Any Legislature prior to this

one could have dealt with it in any way whatsoever and removed

it. We now have been told by the Supreme Court of

Canada how we must proceed in order to change that antiquated,

unused piece of legislation which was a hangover from 1886.

MR. PASHAK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: Point of order.

MR. PASHAK: Under 23(i), it says it's clearly outside the rules

to impute "false or unavowed motives to another member," and

I don't think there's anything in the remarks I made that would

have demeaned Albertans in any way, shape, or form. I'd ask

that the minister withdraw that remark.

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker, there's no point of order. I

wasn't referring to the hon. member for . . .

AN HON. MEMBER: Are you the Speaker?

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair is listening to the response to the

point of order, hon. members. The Attorney General is speaking

this way. MR. HORSMAN: To the member who just spoke, I was referring

to the remarks of the hon. leader of the Liberal Party.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, it's rather insulting to be considered

part of the ND Party.

MR. SPEAKER: Perhaps great care and attention could be

taken as to what the sweeping comments are, and let's carry on

with the summation of third reading, please.

MR. HORSMAN: In any event, Mr. Speaker, we have had during

the course of the debate what I consider to be an abuse of

Albertans in the terminology that's been used to describe this

legislation. This Bill does not preach intolerance, this Bill does

not debase Alberta or Albertans, and this Bill does not promote

prejudice. I can tell you this Bill is being brought in by this

government to respond to a law which was out of date and out

of use completely and in accordance with the process outlined

clearly by the Supreme Court of Canada in the Mercure decision

as to the process by which this situation could be remedied. But

it was done after careful consideration of all the alternatives that

were available to us. For anyone to suggest that it would be an

easy thing to bring in a complete translation system of all legislation

or that it could be done with a minimum of disruption of

our ordinary proceedings is laughable.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we are proceeding with this legislation in

the best interests of Albertans. We are not doing it in any way

to demean the French-speaking minority in this province, and

anyone who suggests that is just appealing, I believe, to an unfortunate

instinct. We are not -- I repeat, not -- bringing in this

legislation to any way exert, as the hon. leader of the Liberal

Party, Anglo-Saxon superiority. Anglo-Saxons account for

about 43 percent of the population of Alberta. Eighteen percent

of the population of Alberta are people of German origin.

Eleven percent of the people of Alberta are people of Ukrainian

origin. We have a diversity in this province, and we are recognizing

that in this legislation.

I would ask for the support of members of the Assembly on

third reading, because we believe, as I said in my ministerial

statement, and I will just quote from the concluding remarks . . .

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Repetition.

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. members, with due respect, we have a

Standing Order that talks about not interrupting members unless

it's on a point of order. Surely to goodness, given the importance

of this particular issue, there could be greater care and attention

given to just listening to what is being said, in all quarters

of the House.

MR. HORSMAN: I'm quoting from my ministerial statement

of June 22.

Taken together, the initiatives announced today are a strong

reflection of our multicultural heritage and the diversity on

which this province has been built. This language policy takes

into account the reality of Alberta and the distinct nature of

Alberta society.

As I said, again, I believe this Bill will have the support of Albertans

of all backgrounds, those of both English and French

origin and all those other Albertans and Canadians who are

equally Canadians and Albertans and have equal rights with

those of us of either English or French origin.

[Mr. Taylor rose]

Mr. Speaker, I conclude the debate.

MR. SPEAKER: The minister has not concluded the debate

until such time as the point of order is dealt with.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I would ask whether the hon.

minister would permit a question.

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. minister?

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker, I would welcome a question.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, to the hon. member. Would he

quote as his authority that if a right is not used in society, it

stays with the state rather than the right residing with the individual,

if it is not used?

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker, it is quite clear that this is a

legislative matter. It was a legislative matter in the North-West

Territories Act. It is clear from the Mercure decision -- if the

hon. member has not read it, he should -- that the legislative

procedure which we are following today is perfectly in order. It

is constitutional according to the Constitution of Alberta, and

therefore we have in this Assembly every possibility and every

right to deal with this matter according to the terms of the Supreme

Court of Canada decision.

MR. SPEAKER: Sur la motion de l'hon. Procureur général

pour que le Projet de loi 60, Loi linguistique, reçoive une

troisième lecture. On the motion of the Attorney General that

Bill 60, Languages Act, be read a third 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: La motion est adoptée. The motion is carried.

[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:

Adair Fischer Oldring

Ady Getty Orman

Betkowski Heron Osterman

Bogle Horsman Pengelly

Bradley Hyland Reid

Brassard Johnston Rostad

Campbell Jonson Shrake

Cassin Kowalski Sparrow

Cherry McClellan Webber

Clegg Mirosh Weiss

Day Moore, R. West Downey Musgreave Young

Drobot Musgrove Zarusky

Elliott

Against the motion:

Contre la motion:

Barrett Martin Roberts

Ewasiuk McEachern Sigurdson

Gibeault Mitchell Taylor

Hawkesworth Mjolsness Wright

Hewes Pashak Younie

Laing

Totals: Ayes - 40 Noes - 16

Totaux: Oui - 40 Non - 16

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

CLERK: Troisième lecture du Projet de loi 60, Loi Linguistique.

Bill 60, Languages Act, is now read a third time.

_______


