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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA

Priday, November 10, 1972

{The House met at 1:00 pm.]
PRAYERS
{Mr. Speaker imn the Chair.]
INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

Bill No. 126 _The Elections_Statutes Ameniment Act, 1972

MBR. HYNOMAN:

¥r. Speaker, I beg leave to introduce a bill b2ing The Elections Statutes
Amenimeat Act, 1972. By this bill the duties of the Clerk of the Executive
Coancil in respect of election proceedings are transferrei to the Clark of the
Lejislative Assembly. This involves nminor consequantial amendments to The
Elaction Act, the controverted Elections Act, The Elactoral Boundaries
Coamission Act, The Legislative Asseably Act, and The Ligquor Plebiscites Act.

{L2ave being granted, Bill No. 126 was introduc2i and r21d a ficst time. ]
INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS
MR. WILSON:

Mc. Speaker, it is my pleasure to introduce 100 Griaie IX stulents fron
Parkdale Junior High School in Calgary Bow. They are accompaiied today by thair
prinzipal, Mr. Brian Targett, teachers Mrs. Cockle, Mr. Nuccay, HC. 8laanchard,
ani parents, Mrs. Ellison, and Mr. Nrakawa. They came in three buses from
theic owa transportation system, driven by the teachers. Mc. Speaker, they are
in both galleries and I now. ask them to rise and be recognizel.

FILING RETURNS AND TABLING REPORTS

governpent Advertising

MR. GETIY:

Mr. Speakecr, the hon. members in the House have expr2ssed an interest in
government advertisiag and concerns for the weekly nevwspapers. I have advised
theam that I would compile the information and report. Therefore, Hr. Speaker, I
would just like to advise the House that I have had the repoct preparsi by the
Buceau of Public Affairs and there will be a copy distribut2l to each member of
th2 legislature shortly from the Clerk's office.

MR. LUDWIS:

¥§r. Speakec, on a point of order. I wish t> advise the Housz that I an
plazing the guestion on the Order Paper concerning this issuz als>, that we may
appraciata the information the non. mimister is advancing, sut I thiak we will
rejuire more than he is giving.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

Narcotics Im_Correctional Institute
MR. STROH:

#c. Speaker, I would like to dirsct my guastion to taz hon. the Attorney
Sensral. I'm sadcked at the reports, hon. nminister, of ta® availability of
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heroin at the Fort Saskatchewan Correctional Institute ani I'm wonderiag, Mr.
Minister, is beroin readily available in that particular institute?

MR. LEITCH:

Mr. Speaker, the gquestion of the hon. Leader of the Jppositisn raises a
point that has been of concern to us and a matter that I have been awire of for
sone time. There are really two parts to it. Som2 tjme ajo, within the Fort
Siskatchewan Correctional Institute, they vere dispensing naccotic drugs for use
in treataent purposes in capsule form. As a result of that, we learned that
thare was some, what we call, 1ntramural trafficking, within the ianstitution, by
these capsules or pills being acquired by one inmate and bsing given to other
inmates. We have remedied this by changing the practice so that now within the
institution any narcotics that are given out by vay of treatmeat are given in
liguid form so that there cannot be this intramural trafficking.

#ith respect to the availability of heroin there have, in the past six
months or a year, been two instances that have come to our attention where
hecoin has gotten within the institution. One of the ways in which it can go
into the ianstitution is by visitors. People can drop it on the perimeters of
the institution im cigarette packages and chocolate bar wrappers or in many
othar wiys. Inmates then, when they are out exercising or for recrzation aad
doing things of that nature can, as a result of being advised of what to look
for and where, pick it up. It*s an extremely difficult area to police
completely. As I say, there have been two instances of that nature ia the past
six months or a year.

Those are the only ones that I am avare of today. We have considered ways
anl means of stopping that but it is exceedingly difficult. One time we
canvassad the possibility of excluding visitors, and that we are satisfied is
not the right step. It is far too drastic a step to tak2, because of the
ralativ2ly small size of the problem, to deprive tkhe people that are there from
visits from their friends and family.

#e have ia that institution, and also in other institutioms, a systenm
vharaby people whd> are out on temporary absence permits, whea they return, take
their clothes off and change clothing from their street clothing iato their
iostitutional clothing before going back into the institute. So that possible
source of supply has been cut off. There still remains the problesa I talked
about; vistors and people dropping things arouni the operiaeters of the
institute. In the short answer, there is no serious problem there, to my
knodledge. The only instances ve are aware of are the two that I have mentioned
earliesr.

MR. SERON:

Mcr. Speaker, a supplementary question and I would say at the begianning I
vouldn't expect the hon. minister to detail how it is being 3ome, but can he
assure the House that every measure possible is being mnsel to try and track it
down anl to place further curbs in the way of it coming iato any of these
institutions?

¥B. LEITCH:

Yes, Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to be able to give the hon. Lealer of the
opposition that assurance. We have been aware of that pot=2atial problem for
some. time. We have reviewed it a number of times and we ace taking all of the
steps that we feel can reasonably be taken in light of the size of the problen.

I should point out that in Fort Saskatchewan one of the difficulties we
hava is that I think in recent veeks there have been over 200 persons held there
unier federal charges, most of which would be narcotic charj2s under the federal
legislation. A number of those people undoubtedly are addicts or traffickers
anl have been charged with those offences, so we have a very siganificant anumber
of people who are involved in one way or amother with drugs, That leiads to a
lot of pressure to have their friends and people om the outsile get something to
than. #de are very consciows of it and we are contiaually reviewing it to ensure
that we are doing all that can reasonably be done.

MR. STRONM:
4r. Speaker, a supplementary question to the hon. Minister of Health and

Sozial Development. Is the Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Commission tackling the
dcag abuse problem on a preventative and frequent leval at this time?



Alternate page number, consecutive for the 17th Legislature, 1st Session:
page 4693

November 10, 1972 ALBERTA HANSARD 73-27

———m—em———- - - -

¥B. CRAWFORD:

Yes, Hr. Speaker, for some time the Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Commission if
not directly involved themselves im the area that the hon. m2aber speaks of, has
hal important liaisoa and provided a leadership and goal-s2tting role with the
agencies that do this. 1In particular, in the City of Edmontoan, the <College of
Physicians and Surgeons is most directly involvad with work in the liaison
€unction with the Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Commission, and in Calgary my meaory
is that it's a private agency with which the commission is warking thace.

#MB. TAYLOR:

Mc. Speaker, I vould like to ask the hon. Attorney Generil, in severe cases
of addiction, particularly of hard drugs, are drugs supplied to some of those
patiesats legally, at least to assist them to recover, o>r is this ever done?
What is done to the very severe addiction cases?

MR, LEITCH:

dr. Speaker, there are several things that are done. The amnswer to this
gquastion specifically is yes. Supportive medicines, some of which may be
narcotic drugs and some of which are non-narcotic, are givan to pedple within
th2 institutions vho are in severe distress as a result of unidergoing withdrawal
of narcotics.

MB. TAYLOR:

A supplementary, Mr. Speaker, has there been any check kept an these cases
that have been treated in this way to see if they did withdraw from drugs, or if
they cremained addicts or even became heavier users after rel2ase?

¥R. LEIICH:

No, Mr. Speaker, I don't believe we have any mechanics or mechanism for
checking on them, but I would like to confirm that. I am sur2 at the moment vwe
don't have any method for checkimg on them in a regular way. But w2 would get
some information as a result of some of these people coniag back into the
institutions on the second or third time. But certainly, tae program of giving
out druys within the institution is very carefully controllel by medical people
to ensure that it provides relief and doesn't add to the problea.

MR. ILAYLOR:

one further supplementary, if I may, Mr. Speaker. Siance there is quite a
controversy about the treatment of drug addicts with drugs for tha pucpose of
withiraval, do you think a good project for th2 -Alcohdlism aad Drug Abuse
Comnission would be to follow this up for a year or two to see what actually
happens to these people who insist on using drugs for the pacpose of withdrawing
-- if they actually do withdraw? I would personally like to> see some results of
vhether this does result in a person leaving drugs alon2, because there is
coasilerable evidence that they become even heavier uses after thair release.

¥R. LEITCH:

Mc. Speaker, I think the hon. member's suggestion 1s well worth considering
anil pne that I will discuss with the Minister of Health and 3ocial Development.

MR. SPEAKER:

d#e have covared this policy matter at very great length. A good portion of
th2 juestion period has been used. It is undoubtedly an important topic, but
perhaps if it is going to be gone into in further dastail, w2 might g2t further
infocmation from the minister by way of the Order Paper.

Th2 hon. Opposition House Leader followed by the Hember for Calgary
ticknight.

Pucple Gas Abuses

MR. TAYLOR:

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to direct a guestion to the hon. the
Attorney General. In reply to Question 227 the other day in zonnection with the
illagal use of purple gas, it appeared that 530 were convicted in a nine maonth
periol, and of th2se it would appear that 378, including 49 truckers, would have
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no right to have an "F" licence plate. Would you know whether there has been
any investigation as to how these people secured an "F" platea?

ME. LEITCH:

Hr. Speaker, I don't. The guestion to which the hoa. member refers was
answered, as I recall it, by the hon. Provincial Treasurer. The issuing of
licence plates is, of course, within the Departmant of Highways aad I would
think that either of those ministers might be able to add soaz2thing.

MBR. TAYLOR:

I have on2 supplementary then, Mr. Speaker, to the hon. tha Attorney
Geaeral. Do you recall whether there have been any convictisas of the people
vho sold the purple gas to these people, apparently illegally?

MR. LEITCH:

No, I don't, Hr. Speaker, and I don't want to leave that answer implyimg
that there haven't been. I simply don't know. I would have to check.

MR. MINIELY:

I would like to supplement that question. Mr. Speacer, the hdo. member
should be awvare that people must sign an affidavit svearing that they qualify as
boaifidz farmers for the purpose of purchasing purple gas. So the
responsibility lies with the imdividual, and that shoald be taken iato
consideration with respect to the question you asked.

MB. TAYLOR:

Supplenmentacry to the hon. Provincial Treasurer. It is taat very thing that
worries me and my guestion is: of these people who are sigming affilavits and
those who are azcepting them, sometimes the Commissioner of Oaths is the bulk
ageat himself, which indicates some ‘'getting-togetherness*, and that is the
thing, [ think, that should be carefully investigated becaus2 I am sure that the
hon. member agrees this is unfair to the bonafide farmers, to the taxpayers
genzrally, and the governnment.

BR. MINIELY:

Well, Mdr. Speaker, I thought I pmade it clear the othar day that we were
awire of a certaian amount of this going om, but we have to be concerned as a
governm2nt that we don't overdo enforcement, that w2 donf't simply add red tape
anl bur2aucracy. Certainly we are aware im wmany fields of adwmistration of
governm2ant taxes or government revanues, including income tax, that there are
abusas in the system. But certainly, what I would not want t> do anl what I
woildl hope no onz in this legislature would want the goveranaant to do, would be
to carry it too far to the point where the enforcement is encroaching upon
individual rigat. So I think we must move cautiously in this area. [ thought I
had indicated that the other day.

AN HON. MEMBER:

You're quite wrong.

MR. SPEAKER:

. Th2 hon. Meaber for Calgary McKnight, followed by the hon. Member for
Spirit River-Paicview.

Wildlife Filming Control

MR. LEE:

A quastion for the hon. Minister of Lands and Forests. IS it true there
ace @ifficulties involved in the movement of wi1ldlifz in Alberta for wildlife
fxlmlnq.pucposes? I refer to the recent report in th2 Calgacy Albertam in which
an Admerican film maker has coammented about what he referred t> as over stringeant
control regulations in your department.

DR. WARRACK:

fes, Mr. Speaker, that article diil appear in the Calgary Albertan and
Sudszgusntly appzared in other newspapers, including The Edmonton Journal. I
hive sinCe opeen in communication with the person guoted, 4Yc. Spzakasc, and the
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soicce 2f this problem is a mystery to both of us. As a matter of fact I had a
letter yesterday from this gentleman, imdicating that so fir as he is aware he
bas had no problem of that nature and he is checking out with the media to see
vhare the story originated.

MB. SPEAKER:

Tha -hon. uembér for Spirit River-Fairview, folldwed by the hon. Member for
Calgary Mountain View. . .

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Speaker, I wvould like to direct this questioa t> the hon. Provincial
Treasurar. Can you advise the House when the review on insurince conlucted by
Mr. Morley .will be concluded, anrd whether or not that stuly will be tablei in
the House when it is coancluded? ' Con :

MB. MINIELY:

Yes, as I indicated in the answer yesterday, we do have a review going on.
However, ‘Mr. Speaker, in reply to the hon. member's. question #e hope it will be
coazludad before too loag. I would not vant to tie lown a specific late to it.

MR, NOTLEY:

A supplementary question, Mr. Speaker. Can the Provincial Treasucer advise
the ass2mbly what basis was used to determine the firm of Reed Shaw DJsler Ltd.
to be supervising insurance broker, and further, can you aivise the House what
tha .cost of thess professional services will be?

MR, MINIELY:

Mr. Speaker, this matter was dealt with quite extensively yesterday in an
answer that vas tabled in the legislature. If the hon. membar is not satisfied
with th2 ansvwer I would ask that he place his question on th2 Order Piper.

MR. SPEAKER:

Tha hon. Member for Calgary Mountain View, followed by the hon. Member for
Calgary Millican.

HR. LUDWIG:

Mr. Speaker, I would 1like to direct a question to the hon. 8inister of
Industry. He had made some statements in the provianc2 in th2 past that be js
very <conc2rned about the freight rate situation in the west. I would like to
as< him if he has made any progress in dealing with this problem?

MR. PEATOCK:

¥r. Speaker, it is a long and involved, detailed,question and what progress
ve have made is a matter of judgmemt. I would suggest, if th2 hon. aember of
th2 Opposition would 1like to have our progress in regard to our nagotiations
with carriers, the railroads, air and other modes of transpoctation, that he put
it on the drder Paper and we will see that he gets some answacs.

MR. LUDWIG:

¥r. Speaker, a supplementary to the hon. wminister. Could he tell us
briefly what his objective is in this particular field, so that whea I put the
quastion oa the Order Paper I might have some idea which way he is aiaming?
HR. SPEAKER:

If the gquestion is going on the Order Paper them it would seem that the

supplem2ntary might also go on the Order Paper. The hoan., MYeamber for Calgary
Millican, followed by the hon. Member for Lacombe.
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Lpguests
MR. DIXON:

Mr. Speaker, I would like tq direct my question today t> the hon. Attorney
Seaeral. The Provincial Coromer has just receatly announcel majoc <chaages in
th2 conducting of inquests as proposed for a future 3ate. 32 amnounced quite a
fes major omes and he said there vere a number of other major ones that would be
anoouncad. I wonder if the hon. Attorney Gemeral wvould anndunce vwhat the other
mnajor changes are going to be in imquests in the coming years ia Alberta?

MR. LEITCH:

dr. Speaker, I am not sure that the hon. membarc is accurately juoting the
coroner. [ understand that he said there were a numbar of mijor chanjes that he
¥is goinjy to rzcommend to the government to make. Until I have reviawed those
cecopmendations, I think it would be inappropriate for me to> >ffer nov¥ a view on
what chinges might be made in the future.

MR. DIXON:

A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. I am sure the hon. menbers and myself are
very interested in the change that is proposed where inguests for people who
have been badly injured but have not died. I wonder2d if w2 wouli be the first
province to consider such a change as this?

¥R. LEITCH:

I am sure w2 would not be the first to consider it, Mr. Speaker. That kiand
of inquiry I would be reluctant to see called an ianguest, but the 3ifficulty
ocZurs in these cases where someone nay suffer very seridus injuries,
pacticularly injuries that put them into a coma or something 3f that nature, yet
they continue to liva for some appreciable time. Tha practice at the moment is
to> hold an inquest, of course, only after the death occurs. But that may be two
or threze years after the incident which led to the death, anl by that tiome
witnesses have disappeared and things of that nature. So what the <coroner was
talking about was a vehicle that would enable us to> h>ld a piolic nhearing, which
is r2ally vhat a coroner's inquest is, shortly after the inciient occurs where
it appears that because of the injuries the person has suffeced, he is likely to
dis, but might linger on for some appreciable tinme.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. Member for Lacombe, followed by the hon. Membar for Stoay Plain.
Containers

MB. COOKSON:

4c. Speaker, 1I'd like to ask a question of the hon. tha Attorney General.
Is your departmeat responsible for size or shape of th2 coatainars? I'm
thinkiny 1in special reference to soft drink bottles, liguor bottles, beer
bottlzs, and such things.

MB. LEITCH:

N3, Mr. Speaker, although we have some involveuent with of course, ligquor
ani o2ar bottles, they'te not wholly uncoanected with pop bottles. There has
bean in the province recently, a problem which is not restricted t> Alberta it's
occurrel in other provinces as well where pop is sold in bottles that look very
muzh lice beer bottles. This is really a form of echo advertising of breweries.
It hasn't been a problem until now in Alberta, since the br2sing inlustry has
co-operated with the policy that there shouldn't be that kini of echo
advertising. We are looking at the problem. One of the possible solutions is
sals in cans, but that is heading in an opposite direction fram that 3f the hon.
Minister of Eanvironment, and that we endeavour to avoid, on this side of the
Housz at least. We are exploring the possibility of ra2guiring distinctive
;aoallxn; or coloring to distinguish the two. What we certaianly want to avoid
1s sonm2one goiny to the fridge aand by mistake, gettiny a bottle of beer imstead
of 1 bottle of pap, or vice versa.

MB. SOJORENSON:

] A guestion to the Mianister of Environment. Is it the government's
intantion to ban the pull-tab can?
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MR, YURKO:

4cr. Speaker, the hon. member asked me what the governmeat's intentions are.
I think the government's intentions are pretty clear in this area. We've had a
pretty wmajor fight on our hands getting a workable system jaing. We think that
by Jaouary 1 of next year, vwe will have indeed a workable system; thece will be
som2thingy like betweea 150 and 200 depots available throughout the province to
handle all types of containers that are re-cycled by the public. As I've said
before, the government has not &t any time, taken the approach of banning
something directly. We have used the approach of imcantives, and th2 approach
of discussion with the various companies has been to convince them that our wvay
is the right way. Aand in fact, I think ve have been quite successful but I
woald say if in the future we have to counsider the approach >f banniny, it will
be consid2red. At this time it has not been considered with respect to the
pull-tab caa.

¥R. SPEAKER:

Th2 hon. Menber for Stony Plajn followed by -- is this a1 supplemeatary?
4R. DRAIN:

4 quastios to the hoan. Minjster of Environment. I wias just woadering if
yo1 ever made a study in your department on the length of tias it takss MNother
Nature to re-cycle a tin can?

MR. YURKO:

Mr. Speaker, we haven't made a study of that but I believe I did see sonme
figure in regard to an aluminum can which is something like 3 hundred years.

4R. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Stony Plain followed by the hon. Member for Mediciune
Hat-Redcliff.

Hoselaw_Lake_ Provincial Park

MR. PURDY:

M. Speakec, I have a question for the hon. Minister of Lands and Porests.
Bezause of the extensive damage dome at Hoselaw Lake Prowincial Park -- which is
in the Stony Plain constituency =-- by vandals on HalloWween nigat, will aay
coasijeration be given by the minister to utiliziag this park year around,
iosteadl of the present system of only daylight hours in the sunmmer tim2?

DR. WARBACK:

Mr. Speaker, some consiierable damage did occur, basically, I juess, as a
Hallowe2n prank an October 31st, where extensive damage was lone to two gf the
sanitary units. The two johnnies-on-the-spot were moved to be johnnies-oif-the-
spot, and one of them was totally demolished, and the other silvageabla.

The vandalism occurred, really though, as a matter of the steal gate at the
pack being left spen in order that fishermen could have acca2ss to the lake for
fishing in the fall and subsequently in the winter.

Hoselaw Lake is one of the five presasntly, totally uniaveloped pa;ks that
exist in alberta. They had been declared, but no planaing, nd budgeting had
gonz with thosa hastily established parks at those times prior to the last
election. One of these is Hoselaw Lake, and we do intend to asave an additional
developaent at Hoselaw Lake in the coming year, and hope that in that way w2 caa
not oaly take care of the need for such a1 park in that area, but also t> prevent
this kind of damage.

MR. PURDY:

supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Have the RCMP from the Staay Plain detachment
laid 3ny charges in regard to this vandalism?

DR. WARRACK:

¥c. Speaker, I am afraid I don't know that. They would ouly be.repoctlng
to us if wa could get compensation for the damage. So I am ndt Sure that unl#ss
that 1is possible, whether they would be reportingy. but tia: answer 1s ao, dr.
Spzaker.
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4B. RUSTE:

Mr. Speaker, supplementary gquestion to the hoa. »ninister. Does the
miaister consider disestablishing some of these hastily establisned parks?

DR, WARBACK:

That is a very difficult thing to do, Mr. Speakar, anl that is the kind of
quastion that ministers of Lands and Porests should have bean asking themselves
before they established these parks.

MR. SPEAKER:

Th2 hon. Wamber for Medicine Hat-Redcliff followed by the hon. Member for
Vermilion=Viking

Alberta_Copmunications_Netwogk

MR. WYSE:

Yes, Mr. Speaker, I would 1like to direct a guestion to the hoan. the
Premier. 1Is it the policy of the government that no partisan-political material
vill be transmitted over the Alberta Communicatioans Network?

MR. LGUSHEED:

Yes, Mr. Speaker.
MR. HWYSE:

Supplementacy gquestion, Mr. Speaker. Is the hon. the Pcemiec aware of the
fact that duriang the recent federal election campaiga, reans of Conservative
Party propaganda was transmitted over the network?

MR. LOUGHEED:

Mr. Speaker, I am sure there was no such thing as propagaanda. They vere
just clear hard facts.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:

Agreeld.

[Three members rose at once. ]
MR. SPEAKER:

Oorisr, please. Would the hon. member resume his seat, please? The hon.
Menber for Calgary Bow with a supplementary.

MR. WILSON:

Supplementary question to the hon. the Premier, 8r. 3peaker. dere those
so-called hard facts via the free government route, or via the paid private
enterprise route?

MR. LOUSHEED:

Mr. Speaker, I will have to check, and ask the minister who is cesponsible
to give the hon. member an answer.

MR. GETIY:

Mr. Speaker, that's the second case of pre-judjyiang the answer today. Mr.
Sp2aker, I woader if the hon. members would agree to get th2 information aow,
since they have raised this issue several times. I promised to razport back,
pacrticulacly to the hoa. Member for Calgary Bow, rejacding the Alberta
Comaunications Network; I wvas going to deal with it at the end of gquestions
today.

HON. MEMBERS:

Agreed.
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MR. SBEITY:
All right! Yr. Speaker, I'm giving just a bit of detail.

Jdne of the first things that the newly formed Bureau of Public Affairs diad,
Mr. Speiakar, was to visit many parts of the province to find out, ficrst hamd,
what problems of communication existed. Such areas as Mediciae Hat, Lethbridge,
Rel Deer, Drumheller, Grande Prairie and similar ceantres --

MR. LUDWIS:

Mc. Speaker, on a point of order. I believe that there anad been a previous
ruliag by the hoa. Mr. Speaker that any lengthy and gratuitous remarks are not
to bz entertained in this House. That's what Order Papers arz for.

4B. SPEAKER:

It was the understanding of the Chair that the hon. minister had the
unaninous conseat of the House for making this statement at this time.

MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Speaker, the opportunity was there and there wis no one offeriang aam
adverse comment, so the opportunity has passed him by.

MR. SETIY:
L'a at your service, Mr. Speaker.
MR. SPEAKER:

Under the circumstances, we can't revoke the unaninous consent of the
Hous2. I would sugget the hon. minister proceed.

MB. GETIY:

I don't understand why he doesn't want to hear it.
MR. LUDWIG:

I lon't expect very much from it.
MB.  GETTY:

In these areas, Mr. Speaker, such as Medicine Hat, La2thbridge, Red Deer,
Druakeller, and Grande Prairie and similar centres, one .of the wmost often
repeatel complaints which the bureau received was that official government
statements wvere not reaching the news outlets until one, twd, three, or four
days after they had already reached the major media in th2 major metropolitan
centres.

It was also> true that the centres throughout the pravince subscribed to
canadian Press and its electronic version, broadcast news. But the ness outlets
in the rest of Alberta felt they should be able to compare sriginal goverameut
statements with rewritten wire stories, and use what they consider to be the
impoctant facts for their own areas They also wanted a chanc: to do it when the
nevs was aevs, ndt four days later when the message often arcived in the mail.

So, Mr. Speaker, the Bureau of Public Affairs attempt2i to assist in this
task. TChey tried to determine how they could distribute the sStatements
eguitably from a time point of view to all parts of the province, and how it
could be done in an economical practical way.

We'ra all avare that Alberta Government Telephones is 3 wholly-owaed Crown
corporation. Aay monies that any branch of government pays to AGT is largely a
payment from ones pocket to another. So the bureau aska2d AGT to study the
problem and come up with recommendatioans. The result was ACN, the Albepta
Comaunications Natwork. It is a joint venture utilizing teletype service
pcoviding simultaneous and instant dissemination of afficial governmeant
stitameats and departmental information to all radio stations, television
stations, and daily newspapers outside of the City of Edmontda.

NoW there was the guestion of the weekly newspapers. [Iae Bureau of Public
Affairs talked t> them. In conversation with the Alberta Weekly Newspaper
Association, we were told that the overvhelming majority of w2zeklies 12 not want
or need daily transmission of news. All of the weeklies =za1 have a cegular
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mailing of the Alberta Communications Network releases; curraatly 27 >f them now
do that.

HR. LUDHIG:

Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I believe that there was a hard and fast
ruling sade when I tried to read ay speech in this House, anl the hon. minister
is reading every word of what he is saying. I'm just askiag for comsistency,
Mr. Speaker.

¥B. SPEAKER:

The hon. minister is not making a speech in the oriinary sense. As I
unlarstand it, he is giviang some prepared information to the House.

ME. GETrY:

As I was saying, Mr. Speaker, 27 of the weekly newspapers are ndv availing
th2mselves of this service. In Edmonton one chain of weekly newspapers picks up
the ACN releases every day. The same service is providzi out of the bureau
office in the J. J. Bowlen Building in Calgary.

We now have to deal with the question about gujdeliaes and zoatrols in
existeace regardiag the joint venture of Canada News-Wire ani the Government of
Albeacta. The question was asked why Canada News-Wire wis there tenderiag.
There ace only two public relations vwire services in Canada; jne is Canada News-
Wirs and the other is Tel-Bec, which is tied in with th2 Quebec goveranneat.
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, we did not use Tel~-Bec and wvwent to Canada News-Wire.

Phe gquestion was asked, why have the private sactor ian the ventucre at all?
The jreatest use that could be foreseen for all government informatioa service
is something in the order of four hours a day. Since the 'machinery' would be
thare 2% hours a 3ay, Canada News-Wire was invited to make praposils to utilize
the equipment for the 'down' time, and thus bring additional cavenues to AGT.
That ths taxpayer interest is thus protected can be demoastrated in this way:
the original gquotation by AGT to the Bureau of Public Affairs was ia the order
of $50,000 per year. The bureau nowv pays about $37,000 a year, yet AGF, wvholly
owa31 by Albertans, receives additional revenue of approximately $5,000 a year,
all from the private sector.

There were two other questions, Mr. Speaker. The hon. Member for Calgary
Bow wantel to know about the provision of office space and sacretarial service.
In nejotiating with Canada News=Wire, certain agreenents were reached. Canada
News-Wire, for their own service, provides the expertise 2aai technical ‘'koow
ho#' &5 operate the machinery. The bureau, for obvious reisons of convenience
and control, insisted that the tramsmitting end of ACN be lacated in the bureau.
So the bureau provides space, a desk, a typewriter, and is traiaing at its own
rejuest a back-up operator who belongs to the bureau. Rather than going to the
expense of installing separate phone lipes, ACN is on a 1ocal extension of the
buceau's telephone2 exchange. But Canada News-Wire pays for a separate telephone
installed in the office for the Alberta Communications Netwdork.

As far as material is concerned ~- and this answars the Member for Medicine
Hat -- only boni fide departmental information or official government statemeats
have government access to ACN. No political statements are accepted for
government releases. BEvery effort is made to ensure that the relzases are
short, valid as news releases, or departmental backgrouni information. These
ars the same guilelines that must, presumably, have always applied to joverament
ne#s releases in the past -- we would hope so -- when th2y wer2 dissenminated
thcough the mail instead of electrpnically. As for private sector messages,
th2y are arranged through ACN in accordance with published rates, ind must be
frow recognized and respomnsible news sources. All stories, from aay source,
carry the name, address, and phone number of the p2rsoan whd accepts
raspoasibility for the story and for any additional information which the news
gathering organizations may see fit to regquire.

L aopa, Mr. Speaker, that provided most of the information the members have
been looking for.

MR. WYSE:

I'vo suppleneatary guestions, Mr. Speaker. I'1ll direct the first one to the
hoa. the Premier. Since the federal P.C. party had the privilege of using the
network during the last election to outline their platform pslicies, why was not
this service extenied to the other political parties in the province?
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MBR. SETTY:

Mr. Speaker, the service is there for anybody to uss. You merely make a
deal with the Canada News-Wire service and they are pleased to do it. You pay
for it. [It's a commercial ventures
MBR. LUDAIG:

Mr. Speaker, a supplementary. The hon. minister just siid that you usually
make a deal in this matter. In this case, did Stanfiald make a desal with the
Prenmier to use this network?

MBR. SPEAKER:

Oorier please. The hon. member for --

MR. SETTY:

I'n not sure whether that question should be allowed t> go by. I'am going
to la2t it -- recognizing the source -- but normally I wouldn't.

BR. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Medicine Hat-Redcliffe with a supplznentary.
MB. WYSE:

I'll ask a last supplementary question, Mr. Speaker. Since the Alberta
government is using the Alberta Communications Network at publiz expense to

outline its policies to the news media throughout the proviace, don't you feel
it is only fair that the opposition party should be givea --

MB. SPEAKER:

Please, the hon. member's question is clearly out >f order on at least
thraa grounds.

The hon. Member for Calgary Bow with a supplementary, fs1lowed by the hon.
Memba2r for Spirit River-Fairview.

MR. WILSON:

Is the news release service of Alberta Communicatioans VYatwork available to
oppasition members the same as it would be to governmant ma2mbers? Hare I am
refarring to the four hours that age free service.

MB. SETIY:

Mr. Speakec, the news service is not available to government members. If
it is government or departmental iaformation, then it is used. sovernment
meabers are like any other M.L.A.'s -- if they want to put somethinj out, they
vould maks a commarcial arrangement with Canada News-Wire secvice.

MR. NOTLEY:

Supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Due to the fact, Mc. Minister, that the
juiilelines are contained in your report, was any notification sent to other
political parties that they could, in fact, use this s2cvice on commercial
rates?

MR. SETTY:

Mr. Speaker, notification was sent to no political parties. Some may have
been sharper than others and recognized --

MB. SPEAKER:

We have had a great number of supplementaries. May this then be the final
supplemantary?

MR. DIXON:

Yes, MNr. Speaker. A supplementary to the hon. minister. Regarding the
contract, I woull be concerned in the case of a chargza of dissemination of false
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or malicious information going over the wire. In the contract who is held
responsible, the government or Canada Wire-Service?

§R. GETIY:

I'n not sure, Mr. Speaker, if he wants a legal interpcztation; if he would
like one I will try to obtain it.

MR. DIKIN:

My question, Mr. Speaker, I take it it is not covered in the coatract?
MR. GETTY:

I's not sure of that either, Mr. Speaker. I sappose if anyone was
malicious he would be charged just like anyone else; I'1ll get the coantract and
table it in the House.

MR. SPEAKER:

Th2 hon. MHember for Vermilion-Viking followad by the hon. Member for
Wainwright.

4R. COOPER:

This question is directed to the hon. Minister of Highways and Iransport.
Is it true, Mr. Minister, that vehicle in-transit permits are no longer
available from the R.C.M.P. in towns such as Vermilion?
MB. COPITHORNE:

Yr. Speaker, I would have to check with the traffic depactmeat. I would be
happy to 1o so and relate that information to you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. COOPER:

Mr. Minister, have you received no complaiats fron automobile dealers
regarding this change in services?

MR. COPITHORNE:
Not to my knowledge, Mr. Speaker.
¥R. COOPER:

Supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Have you read your mail in the last day or
tvo, Mr. Hinister ...

HR. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Wainwright followed by the hon. Member for Drayton
Valley.

Migratory Bird Damage

MR, BUSTE:

Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs.
Earlier in this session it was indicated that discussions hail takea place with
the feleral goveranment relative to compensatory paymeats by the federal
govecnment for migratory bird damage. My question to the niaister is: what
agr22ment has besn arrived at with the federal goveranment in this cegard?

MB. GETTY:

Mr. Speaker, wve have signed an agreement with th2 federal goverameant
rejarding compensatory payments. The full details in the agresement I would be
happy to get for the hon. member, should he wish further details.

MB. RUSTE:

Suppla2mentary question. Would the minister be prepared to table that
agreement for the members? -
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MBR. GETTY:

Yes, I would consider it, Mr. Speaker. I would have to get the agrezment
fcom the federal government, but right off the top of my heal I caa*t think of
any ceason why they wouldn't agree.

MR. RUSTE:

Just a supplementary. If the session 1s over bafore you get that
conzurrenca, would you have it sent out to the members?

MB. GETIY:

Mc. Speaker, 1s the hon. member asking to have this reproduced for 75
people or for his own particular interest? Perhaps he could tell me either now
or in a note.

MB. RUSTE:

I would suggest that it 3s of interest, particularly to those im rural
areas, and I would think that all members would be interestei in that.

MR. SPEAKER:

Th2 hoan. M2mber for Drayton Valley followed by the hoan. Member for Taber-
¥acner.

Timber Quotas

MB. ZANDER:

Mr. Speaker, wmy gquestion is to the hon. Minister of Lands ani Forests.
Small timber or lumber operators seem to find it difficult, if not at some times
inpossible, to get timber or a timber quota. Can you give 1ay reasoa why?

DB. WARRACK:

Mr. Speaker, there 1is a very great acceleration anl interest in timber
bursts because 2f the very attractive lumber prices that we hive today, and this
is a very happy situation, not only insofar as the total inlastry is coancerned,
but also for thas smaller operators to whom this can be a very important winter
and supplementary source of iacoame.

We have gone to some considerable extent, beginaing in the fall of 1971, to
cselerate cruis2s, as our surveys are called in the timber area, in order to
ffree up' additional opportunities ia small timber bursts for smaller operators.
I night aid that on burnt timber and small roundwodod we also have adjusted the
"juss th2re to make that economic, at the same time making it nore attractive for
small timber operators to operate. This does tend to 1alleviate the fire
prablen.

A third point that comes to mind is that cucrrently a depasit system is
necassary in order to get access tp timber supplies. Thes2 have become very
hizh because of their proportionate relation to timber dues, and for this reason
ve are looking at adjusting that aand making it more possible for the smaller and
meiiunm-sized timber operators to get access to-timber supplia2s ia Alberta.

MR. STROM:

A supplementary question. Have stumpage rates been reduced within the last
nonth or two?

DR. WARRACK:

N5, they havea't. There has been no change ian the timber dues structure
anl as I explainad a week or perhaps, ten days ago there was some equity
adjustment to get fairness so that the cost calculation applies at exactly the
same time period as the price applies, when the net basis on which timber dues
are calculated is arrived at.
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Censorship

MR. D. MILLER:

I have a gquestion for the hon. Attorney Genm2ral. Is the hon. minister
plananiny any new legislation at this session, as a result of the Select
Committ2e's reconnendations on censorship?

MR. LEITCH:

Mr. Speaker, the answer to that guestion is no. I should also draw to the
hon. member's attention that The Amusements Act under which the ceasorship board
operates is not within the Attorney General's Departmant.

MR. SPEAKER:
The time for the question perjod has elapsed.

FILING RETURNS AND TABLING REPORTS

MR. YURKO:

Mr. Speaker, I wonder if I might ask the leave of the iouse to ravert back
to rabling Reports and Beturns because I had a report to tablz today.

SO%E HON. MEMBERS:
Agrazi.
MR. YURKO:

Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to table a report by the Department of the
Eavironment on the City of Calgary Flood Study, Volume 2, Th2 Pish Creek Report.

PRESENTING REPORTS BY STANDINS AND SELECT COMMIITEES

MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask leave of the House to ravert to Presenting
Reports by Standing and Select Conmaittees in order that the nz2mber for Camrose,
Mr. Stroamberg, can table the interim report of the Sel2ct Comaitt2e on Crop
Insurance.

NR. SPEAKER:

Has the hon. Government House Leader leave of th2 House td revert as
requestead?

HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.
MR. STROMBERG:

Mc. Speaker, I wish to table the Interim Report of the 3pecial Coamittee on
Crop Insurance and Weather Modification.

MR. CLARK:

In light of the comments made by the Minister of Agricilture the other day
concarningy the crop insurance program, at that time I raised the guestion to the
minister, and was advised by you, Mr. Speaker, that I shoull wait until now to
rais2 this question. Will there be an opportunity for us to izbate the
comnittee's report during this session of the legislature?

MR. HYNDMAN:

I will have to consider that. I think, Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday we could
give an ansver in that regard. This is an interim report, na>t tae final report.
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MBR. CLABK:

Mr. Speaker, Jjust speaking to the point of order. It is the interinm
report, and I say this as a member of the committee, but it is tha <committee's
£iaal report on crop insurance, and tha committes male the d>cesentation at this
tin2 so that legislation could be prepared for the spring session so0 farmers
could get the benefit very early.

MR. RUSTE:

Mr. Speaker, probably wmine was answered in part in that it is a final
report on crop insurance. Is that correct, is that the anderstaanding?

There is aa interim report -- well maybe I coull ask the member who
introduce2d it, ta2 hon. Member for Camrose? Just a question. I want to Kknow
vhether this is -- the member in introducing it said it was 2a interim report --

my juestion is, is that the final one? Interim would indicate it isn't.
MB. SPEAKER:

There is a provision in the rules for asking questions of members who are
iicactly concerned with business of the House. Perhaps the hon. nember could
raise this gquestion with the hon. Member for Camrose at the next question
periol.

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS

MR. YOUNG:

Could I have leave of the House to revert to Introducti’>a of Visitors?
SOME HON. MEMBERS:

Agrez1.

MB. YOUNG:

Mc. Speaker, you may nave noticed in the members' jallery, a group of
stuients arriving rather recently. Thare are 24 studants from the Brightview
school, Srade VII, from my constituency. Mr. Speaker, I woull ask tha2m to stand
anl be recognizel by the House.

ORDERS OF _THE DAY

MR. TAYLOR:

Mr. Speaker, I wonder if I could ask the appropriate minister when we could
exp2c-t the answer to Return No. 214 on irrigation?

MBR. YURKD:

Mr. Speaker, as is usual when correspondeace betw2en the proviacial
govarnmant and the federal government is requested, a letter amust be sent to the
felecal government to request permission to table such correspondeace. A letter
has, in fact, been sent and I have no idea when a reply will -zome back
indicating a favourable reply with respect to tabling that cocrrespondesnce.

GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS
(Conmittee of the Whole)

MR. HYNOMAN:

Mcr. Speaker, I wmove that you do now leave the Chair and the assembly
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole for consideration of bills on the
Orier Paper.

{Tha motion was carried without debate.]

{#4c. Speaker left the Chair 1:55 p.m.]

* L * * ® ® * & * * * * & #* * * * * * # * * x * * * *
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COMMITTEE_QF THE WHOLE

[Mc. Diachuk in the Chair.]

Bill No._ 1:__The_Alberta Bill of Rights

MR. LOUSHEED:

Mr. Chairman, perhaps I could re-open the discussion i1 comnittee of this
bill. [ think there was one outstanding matter raised by the hon. Meaber for
Fort MaclLeod. I gave it.some further thought and certainly f£rom a pacsonal and
private point of view I was respectful to the point he hal placed, that we
should have some reference in the preamble to the bill comparable to that of the
Canadian bill. Certainly, as I say, from a private and persanal point of view I
conzur with that. However, in thinking about it from a public point of view, I
think when we talk about freedom of religion within the bill that that, of
cours2, wmeans freedom @not to have religion. That migat -- and I just say
‘might® -- in a onulticultural, mnmultireligious society such as we have in
Albecrta, have soame reflection upon our view of the freedom of religion set forth
in Section 1. I would, however, hope that perhaps all memb2cs, including the
hoa. member, would give further thought to some way, otaer than through The
Aloarta Bill of Rights, we might give some further consideration to the general
point the hon. member has raised. There may be a wmore appropriate way, other
thaa in this bill, to do that. I think there should be a gJreater recognition
perhaps than we have today within our statute law.

I wanted to make two thiags <clear that may have b22n misunierstood in
realing reports of the discussions at the committee laved. I hope, in answer to
th: hon. Hember for O0lds-bidsbury om this bill, that I didn't create a
misanderstanding. If I understood the discussion with regari to legal aid, the
position we were taking was that not anybody who sought 3 case based on The
Alberta Bill of Rijhts would automatically receive legal aid, but that he would
receive it only if the director of legal aid was in the proca2ss of rejecting an
application for legal aid when The Alberta Bill of Rights was involved. The
dicrector of 1legal aid would be dir=cted and obliged to bring that rejection
forward to the Attoramey General for review and then consideration; it wasan't
going to be an automatic acceptance of it, because tha2re could be som2 frivolous
cas2s -- frivolous and vexatious if that is the proper terminoslogy.

There was another point, and though I don't think this was misunierstood, I
just wanted to repeat it to get it clear. The question was raised, I Dbelieve,
by the hon. Hdember for Hamna-Oyen and also by the hon. Member for Calgary
Mountain View, as to what bills did we now in our preliminary procass think were
contrary to the spirit and intent of The Alberta Bill of Bijyhts. We mentioned
twd, being The Sexual Sterilization Act which was repealed in the spring
session, and The Communal Property Act which is before the House novw. There
wecr2 not any other bills in total, but we certainly recogmize that, within the
statute laws that exist in Alberta, there are a number >f amendments we are
aware of in our preliminary review -- that we are in the prazsss of reviewing --
anl we have given an undertaking to bring that forward by way of amendments in
the first session in 1973. ¥We didm't recognize that there w2rean't a number of
statutes -- I didn*t want that misunderstood; the whole area, if the hoa. member
wants to spend some time on it, on the question of nd discrinination as between
age anl sex, is going to come wup in Bill No. 2, and is going to be a very
extensive challeage for the 1legislative council's offica and th2 Attorney
Genaral's office, as I am sure the hon. member 1s aware.

Thos2 are the only preliminary remarks that I had, Mc. Chairman, and the
pracess ia which we have been proceeding on this bill, is to 3dsal with the
legyislation gen2rally in committee, and then start to mov2 oa these specific
sections.

MR, NOTLEY:

When we get to the title and preamble, perhaps I will make some general
remicks on the bill. I know, Mr. Premier, that this was discussed last spring,
but I*ve been bothered about it over the summer, the decisisn of the government
to receive briefs through the cabimet., I feel as I fa2lt last spriang, but I feel
mor2 stroagly so now, that it would probably be a better route if we had a
legislative hearing. )

Now first of all I'm not convinced that it's absolutely ne2cessary to
proclaim the Bill of Rights on the 1st of January. I don't believe that it
wo1ld be a serious error in judgment to defer it for thre md>aths or six months,
or aven until the 1st of 1974,
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Th2 reason that I suggest that public hearings by the legislatuce would be
useful is from the experience we had during the oil hearinjys, even though I
strongly disagre2i with the government's final conclusion. ¥averthelzss I think
most of us who took part in those hearings felt that they wer2 useful. We had
an opportunity not only to read the briefs and the submissions that were made,
but morz important, to pose questions. I think that througa that questioniag
thece was a 1lot of wuseful and valuable information which came before the
legislature which might not have come forward had we just reail the briafs.

I submit -- and I am not trying to make a political speech hers =-- but I
submit that when you look at the relative importance of the two decisions, both
decisions are important, but the question of the Bill of Rights, to me is more
important. We're talking about a statement of aims and objectives which is not
just a statemeant for the government, but is a statemenjt for this legislature,
anl mor2 important really, a statement for the whole population .of thes province.
I'ns just wondering if we couldn't at the end of committe2 stage, hold this in
abeyanc2 so that we could perhaps arrange public hearings either sometime during
the s2ssion next spring, or perhaps even not proroguing tha session at the end
but recessing it until a few days before the opening of the se2ssion next spring
so that we could have public hearings.

I read throujh many of the submissions and the submissisans, I'm sure you'll
agc2a, range all the way from those that were not too well th>ught out to soae
that ware pretty penetrating in their apalysis of the implications of The Bill
of Rights. And I couldn't help but feel that if we had an opportunity, in three
or. four 3Jays to pose questions to the people who have goaz to the trouble of
making thase submissions, that it would streangthen ouc total =2ffort and help us
to @nake a bill here -- Bill No. 1 particularly, but Bill N>. 2 as w2ll because
th2 two are really tied hand in hand =~- to formulate legislation which can
really stand as bench-marked legislation which will be a credit to all of us,
anl som2thing waich would command the respect of the people >f Canada.

I's not siaying that this won't be the case with the two bills because by
anl large, I agree with them. But it seems to me the pracess of involving
people here in discussion of the Bill of Rights, is probably nore important than
the decision that we made with respect to the oil h2arings or in 1969 when
legjislature had public hearings on the Big Horn Dam.

MR. LOUSHEED:

Responding to that matter, certainly it's always a difficult guestion to
deside the degrez of participation in public hearing in any particular matter,
but I've given it a great deal of thought. I think it is important that this
bill proceed through the first session of The Alberta Legislature and become the
lav of this province. I think there has been a great deal of opportunity for
the public to make their views known, and I am delight2l they have. We
genarally advertised, I think, pretty effectively. We went along with the
sugjestion by the Opposition House Leader in the spring, that we hold the bill
at second readingy stage rather tham at committee stagz so that we would have the
oppartuaity to have the free exchange we are having ctight now. It has been no
secret, I am sure, to the people of Alberta, that we have hail this Bill of
Rights in our minid for many years, not just the on2 y=2ar, but naay years. It
follows fairly closely the bill I presented twice in this 4ouse, once in 1970
and the other time in 1971. I looked and reviewed the recorl of ths Canadian
Hous2 of Commons, in terms of that particular mattsr, ani ['m satisfied. I'm
inzlinel to ratucrn to the view that the hon. Member for Hanni-Oyen put, that we
have a responsibility in here as 75 legislators.

We are talking about a bill that has had full ani adequate consideration by
the public in my opinion and, I think, by the hon. members td>>. I thiak it is
unfaic to suggest that it has been, in any way, hurried throagh this legislative
assambly if that is implied by the hon. member's suggestion, because it hasn't
been.

Ihz members on both sides of the House hiave reca2ived copies of the
subnissions made by various people; we have met with various groups aml I have
attandel numerous meetings throughout the province wh2re I have been asked about
The Bill of Rights, and been obliged to make an explanation in regard to it.

Further, I think that in matters such as this, if you ar2 lookinjy at a bill
liks this, you can tell by reading the submissions, (and I am ndt trying to
down-play them), that it is obvious you get the views of eithar full endorsement
of the spirit of the bill, or some broader views with regard to how it shoull be
expandel. I think the nature of a public hearing, ian my viaw, wdoull anot serve
any particular interest. I think we are charged with a respoasibility here 1in
this asseably to make a decision, and I would like to accept that.
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MBR. BARTON:

Mr. Premier, in your remarks in Hansard the other day, before tabling the
letter from the Indian Association of Alberta, you stated th2 Metis Association
hain't submittel a submission, and I was quite concarned. #hen I received the
corrasponience you tabled this morniag, I noticed you wrote the Indian
Association of Alberta two letters, one on October 30th, and the other on
November 30th, receiving a reply on November 6th. Was this process used with
the Metis Association, and did the hon. member, #r. King, contact that
Association for background? That concerans ne. Firstly, Mr. ¢Cacdianal, whose
resarve is in ay coastituency, is having problems with a very iamportant
orjanization that has made a lot pf niles in the 1last f2w years apnd the
disszasion is gr2at. I would hope that there aren't any political advantages to
this particular episode.

MR. LOUSHEED:

Well, Mr. Chairman, it is the 1latter part of that question that .would
bother me. I think we clearly answered in all good faith at the last discussion
of the committze, that there was a very broad represaatation is Mr. King
explained, by the Indian Associatioen. I think the first pacrt of the hon.
meaber's question is very much 1n order and I think w2 shoull try to =xplain it,
but I woull have to take issue with the latter part of those remarks.

MB. KING:

Mr. Chairman, could I just reply to this please becausa I wdoull like this
to be vary clear. Letters were seat to both the Indian assQciation and the
Metis Association during the summer, along with something in 2xcess of 100 other
groups within the province. Both the 1Indian Association and the Metis
Association received a specific letter inviting them to mak2 a submission, and
it happened at approximately the same time that the aivertis=2nents appeared in
the newspaper, and that the press releases were made on radio and I.V.

Now, subseguent to that, the Indian Association came to the goverameat, and
as 1 result of having received this letter they indicated a specific interest in
me2tiag with us in response to which the hon. the Premier asked that I meet with
thz Indian Association. When I met with the Indian Association, they asked if
we hal raceived any representation from the Metis Associaton, and I said that we
hal not. They said that in that case they would gat in touch with the Metis
Association and advise them how important they felt this was. Now, as a result
of that I receivel two telephone calls from someone repre2senting the Metis
Associaton. In both «calls it was indicated that they were working on a
subnission and they would make a submission to us with respect to the act.
Aside from those two telephone calls, we have not rec2ived a submission from the
Metis Association, nor have we received any further written cowmmunication froam
them at all.

MR. BUCKWELL:

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the remarks of the hon. Premier regarding the
remacks I had made the other day. This Bill of Rights aad Bill No. 2 are
actually, in some respects, taking the place of The Human Rights Act which was
passed in 1966. The preamble is very similar and possibly Bill No. 2 goes into
moce detail than probably the former act. The fact that, to date, there have
bez2n some 800 cises under the Bill of Human Rights, which was passed, in 1966,
which have been settled without being brought to court, shows therz is a need
for such in act. There is also imnterest in such an act.

As I mentiosied the other day, we're asking that some source of power, other
than human, be placed in the preamble. I think the hon. Member for O0lds-
Diisbury put it gJuite correctly; that in setting out the praasble >f The Alberta
Bill of Rights, we should have in mind some goal or some objective or some
principles, other than just the mere freedoms and rights for each and every
individual; that w2, as a government and a legislature, in laying ths path of
our traditions and principles, also should give ra2cogaitisa of froa whence we
cam2. [ am quit2 concerned that ia The Human Rights Act, we nad the words that
our nation is founded upon principles that acknowladge th2 supremacy of God".
In Bill No. 1 we use "Whereas the free and democratic socziety existing in
Alberta is founded upon the principles fostered by tradition", 2tc. I see no
coaflict here by adding the words "that acknowledge the supra2nacy of 3od", after
it is founded upon the principles".

If we were to get into the Christian ethic, then I coull say that possibly
we ire joing to offend many people. But 'in saying "the supra2macy of God", we
tak2 in all those who believe in the Christian religion, w2 take in all those
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who believe in the Jewish religion, all those who believe im the Mohammedan
creligion; ia fact, we cover practically every ethnic group that we have, or
could conceivably have, within the province -- other thin those who are
atheists, who actually don't believe in anything at all.

I feel, Mc. Chairman, very strongly on this point, that in debating The
Worth Raport in which Dr. Worth points out where our society is headiag ~=- and I
don*t doubt he is correct if we are not going to io something about it -- for
the breakdown of marriage, for the breakdown of the «chucch, and for the
breakdown of social and moral values, these come primarily because ajults have
given a very poor example.

I'n not sujgesting that by adding words to a Bill of Rights we are going to
change the course of history. But I do feel, Mr. Chairman, that as lz3islators,
as =2xamples for the public vhom we govern, we shouli not be ashamed; we cannot
huct anyone's feelings and if they are hurt, I'm sorry, but if anyone is to conme
int> this country and settle in Alberta and not know that we acknowledge the
supranacy of Gol, I say God Almighty have pity on that person, beciause I believe
our nation today was founded on traditions and principles taat w2 believe that
thar2 is a Deity higher than ourselves.

In reading this preamble, I am very concerned that all it is concerned
about, and all the impression it now comnveys is that wve are a1 humanist society
anl that we are no better than the principles and the dignity and worth of human
people, that all we are going to put into it is the common man's objective.

I fesel today that this Bill of Rights -- I may be way cut on this -- but I
f22l that this Bill of Rights today in legislation is actually, in a sense, the
Chcistian ethic 2f "Do unto others as you would have them do unto you." This is
tha whole basis of our society if we are going to build a society of lignity and
wocth.

So therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would like to move, secoanled by the hon. the
Leaiacr of the Opposition, that following the words "upon principles", the
following vwords are added, "that acknowledge the supramacy of God."

I 3o feel most sincerely that we would be remiss if we lat this opportunity
go. [ cealize I may be putting the hon. Premier on a spot. In fact I know,
that in his heart of hearts he really feels that thes2 words should be in there,
but he is worried about how it is going to affect this bill. Frankly, sir, I
woull have to say that I think you would add stature to yourself and to your
governnent if these words were added.

MR. STROM:

¥r. Chairmia, I'm very pleased to be able to second the amendm2nt that by
hon. colleague has just proposed. In rising to speak to the amendment, it is
not my intention to repeat the things that have already bas2n stated by my hon.
colleague. I think they have already been acknowledged by the hon. the Prenier.

I would sitply want to say this, that I am very much concerned about our
reaiiness to water-down our attempt at stating what we believ2 as far as -our
telatioaship to God 1is concerned. I say that today we fiad ourselves in the
position that if one objects to 10 wanting it, we say, let's accept the thinking
of one. If that is the situation, then I say we are wrong.

We, as a lsgislative body, ought to be prepared to staal up and be counted
to s2e2 whather or not we really believe this as a principle. I say that if this
is not the way ve see it as a province, then I would be th2 first to agree that
it shoull not be placed there. But I say that it is wmy htuamble opinion that
there are wmany, mnany people who will recognize that this is a principle that
they vant to have stated, and it is a principle to which they woull be glad to
adhece. So I say to my hon. colleagues on both sides of the Housz, let's place
it in there. I think it is a good amendment, and I think it is ons that places
us in a position that can be defended anywhere throughout our province.

48. LOUGHEED:

Mr. Chairman, I think these are not matters that ome caan respond to without
sone considerable thought. I appreciate the views expressed ind the fact that a
spacifiz amendm2nt has been made. I would suggest the conmittes be given the
opportunity to consider the nature of that amendment over tae course of the
ve2kend, and that we try to proceed with the rest of the bill.
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MR. CHALRMAN:
Is that agreed upon by the members of the Assembly?
HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.
MR, CHALRMAN:
We leave this portion, the preamble, and then we will cone bazk to it.
MR. LOUSHEED:

Mr. Chairman, I Jjust want it to be clear that it was the first preamble
that this amendment was in, was it not?

MB. CHAIRMAN:
Yes.
MR. TAYLOR:

Thare are twd> or three remarks I would like to make, in connection with the
bill. While it's very important legislation, it's a type of aotherhood
lejislation toa, that nobody opposes. I do think, th>iagh, there are some
unlerlyingy principles that should be mentioned when this bill is being debated.
In the first place, we have jin Canada political freedon and as a Canadian
citizen, I believe I have that political freedom and I questidn th2 right of any
provincial government, irrespective of which province jin which I live, to take
that from me. I think I have freedom of speech and freedon of assembly and
association and we have freedom of the press; all these things are connected
with political freedonm.

We have, through association, the right to belongy to the pacty of our
choice, the party that comes closest to the things in which #e believe, and so
it is proper that people throughout the province align theaselves with certain
partizs. This is in accordance with this bill, and I think mdre so in
accordance with the Canadian Bill of Rights. The oane thoujyat that comes to me
in cona2ction with some of these items is, that what a goverament can give, a
governmant can take away. I question the right of any provincial government to
tak2 awiy anything that I hold as a Canadian citizen. I want2d to mention.that,
bezause while I support the bill, I don't support the fact that a provincial
government, whether I live in Newfoundland, or Alberta, >c Nova Scotia or
British Columbia, has amy right to take away from me the rights I possess
because I am a Canadian citizen.

Whan we agrees to this, it appears we agree to the fact thnat governments may
take this away from us and with that I disagree. I would vehemently oppose any
thougat that a provincial government can take from me the rijhts that I have as
a Cinadian citizen under the Canadian Bill of Rights. Now I anave no objection
to the provincial Bill of Rights Act, affirming my rights as 1 Canadiin citizean.
But I c2rtaianly don't want ever to be accused of agreeing that a proviacial
govarnm2at, of whatever stripe, cpuld pass legislation that would be held intra
vices -~ if it denied me rights that I had as a Canadian citizea.

Now, when it comes to economic rights, th2 hon. the Premiec, when he
iatcoduced the bill, mentioned that this was not dealing with the mpatter of
economics. In our last war it wvas racognized by great m2a like the late Mr.
Churchill and ths late Mr. Roosevelt, that economics is at the basis of all
other frezdons. So, in the Atlantic Charter, they placzi very conspicuously
freedom from want; this was something that appealed t> the nasses of people who
were being downtrodden. We can all very well say that the economiz freedoms are
separate, but they are very very closely allied. As a mater >f fact, in some of
th2 communist countries they have taken away the political freedom from people;
it's be2n ione only because those people were hungry and wantad bread and they
gave up their political freedow in order to have somethinj to eat, and so the
economic freedom, I think, is equally important to my right to have freedom of
religion and my freedom to hive political freedom of associiation, assembly and
so on.

As a matter of fact, I don't think there is any finer example of how
closely hunger and religion goes together than that which is incluled in a book
by Harold Begbie, entitled 'Broken Earthenware'. It tells thers of the early
days of William Booth, the founder of the Salvation Army, wh> tria2d t> preach to
the people 1in the skid row ot the slums of London, ani had a> reca2ption because



Alternate page number, consecutive for the 17th Legislature, 1st Session:
page 4711

November 10, 1972 ALBERTA HANSARD 73-45

———————— -

th2 people were hungry, and they were crying for food. They vwanted something to
eat, sO the religion did not predominate the pangs of hunger of their stomachs.
Anl so he conceived the idea, which later developed iato the jreat social work
of that splendid organization, of giving them a bowl of soup, of giving them a
sanivich, and thea preaching to them, and hundreds of thase people becane
convertzd and became a tremendons influeace, not oaly in England and Scotland
inl the British Isles, but throughout the world, because there was a close
coanection betvween religion and econonics.

Anl so, when we think of economics we think of moaney aad lamd 2ad hunger,
anl I just wvantzl to emphasize that in my view, any creal Bill of Rights in this
country, should contain that freedom that was so promina2nt in the Atlantic
Charter, freedom from vant. Now, I realize to put that into the act at this
tioe, without the proper means of fulfilling it, would be hypocrisy and mockery,
but I think that w2 as legislators, should be continually working towards that
objective, where we can obtain economic freedom in this country, because as long
as any man is hungry, the value of his other freedoms ais reduced. As 1long as
any mwmother is c¢rying for food to feed her hungry children, the vilue of her
freedom of association, and her freedom even of religion, is reduz2d. And, so I
emphasize, while I realize I am not goinj to make any amendz21t because it would
not ba possible unless we have the means of fulfilling it, anl with that part I
agcee with the hon. Premier. But I think we should hold it conspicuously high
as oae 2f the objectives, if our Bill of Rights is going to wmean anything to
those «ho are on skid row, those who are in low income braccets, thase who are
haviag a difficult time with economics.

Th2 aoext point I would like to raise in connection with this -- and I waat
to thank the hon. Premier for makiang the mail that came to his office on this
bill available to all of us -~ I found a great thrill really, in reading some of
those letters. With some of them I disagreed with some of th2m I agreed, which
is obvious, I suppose the hon. Prenmier is in the same category. But as I
looked at the omes with which I disagreed, I couldn't help bat think under whose
standard am I setting out this right? I look at some of the extremes. For
instance, the Christian Scientists who claim that part of their freedon of
religion is not to practise medicjine but to take a very defiaite stani oan faith
heiling, on the intrusion of mother's blood into their bodies and this type of
thiag. This is, they claim, +their standard, part of ta2ir religion, aot a
practice of medicine.

So, when we say freedom of religion, does this mean fresdom of rzligion to

~us, who acre not members of the Christian Science sect, or do2s it nmean freedon
of realigion to 2verybody? I think this is a standard. If it is oanly according
to the standards with vhich we agree, then it is not really a Bill of Rights for
all ianlividuals in the province. It 1is not a Bill of Rights £for just the
majocrity; it is a bill of rights for indiviiuals, and each iadividual is looked
upon. as an eatity, as a sacred vessel created by Gol just like any other
individual. There are those of us who balieve in the Christian faith or those
vho believe in the Jewish faith. An individual is an important 2atity, and
because I don't agree with the Christian Science people 1n cefusing maybe to
save the life >f one of their sect through the application >f blood, I have to
ask mysz2lf; "Is this the standard that I am setting?" This is their  religion
and have I any right as a legislator, when I'm talking about freedom of
relijion, to say that they can't have that particular freedoa of religion? I
think this is an important item in connection with this Bill >f Rights. Because
all of us agree when the majority is involved about freedom of religion. There
is not an hon. member of the House who would not stand ap and fight for the
tight of a Roman Catholic, or the right of a Salvationist, or the right of a
Peatecostal, or the right of a United Church member to worship in the way in
which his conscience dictates, or the right of a member of tha Jewish faith to
vorship in the way his or her conscience dictates. But are we just as prepared
to fight for the rights of a group like the Christian Scjeantists -- of which I
am not a membar and actually with whom I disagree -- but it is their religion
ani I think we should have some understanding on this when we are talking about
freedom of religion. It bothers me in connection with this s2tting of standards
acsording to our thoughts whean we are dealing with the inlividual rcights of

other people.

Now there 3ace other groups that made representations too, that are -maybe
further out in rigat field, and we disagree with them, but their rights that
they claim as an individual, if they are not contracry to s»>re law in the land,
have we any right to deny them haviang their rights? I don't plam on going
through those 94 briefs, but perhaps 10 or 15 of th2m havs some very important
items in this regard.

That brings nme to the point I want to emphasize, that when we ire talking
about this freedom of religion and freedom of speech and freedom >f the press,
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anl particularly freedom of the right of the individual to all these things, and
frezdom of religion, under what standard are we setting? Is it really what it
says it is, freedom for every indiwidual even if he is way 2ut in cight field or
left fi=2ld as far as we are concerned?

That brings me to the next point I want to make, and that is a lot of
peopla -- 94 groups of people -- have gone to the trouble »5f writing letters,
whizh is not an easy thing for mamy people to do, setting out their thoughts on
this bill and sending them to the first citizen of the proviace, the Premier.
Now I think we can't simply read those and say well, that's it. I would like to
hear froa the Prenier what action has been taken in connection with every one of
then, every one of these individuals or groups. Are we siamply going to read
tham ani say, we disagree with it, so that's it? These are iandividual rights
and I think we have to do more than say simply it is not ia accordance with the
staniarils that we are setting and we have the right to set the standard. 1
think this 1is worrying a few people -- very small sinority jroups, there is no
doubt about that -- but still composed of .individuals, and I think that if this
Bill of Rights is goimg to mean anything it has to acknowla2ige that particular
part.

Thae other point that I wanted to deal with particularly, and before leaving
thit I hope the aon. Premier will let us know what is happening to the various
amendments suggested in this massive correspondence. It will take time, but
this is an important bill, and we are recognizing individual rights or wve are
not recognizimg then. And I think we have to have a vacy valid reason for
saying that this is not going in the bill, not simply the reasom that it is an
item with which we personally do not agree.

The other point I wanted to speak on briefly, and I want to deal with it in
moce letail when The Communal Property Act comes before us, is the rights that
wece denied the Hutterian Brethren under The Communal Propecty Act. I'm having
difficulty in finding out what that right is, why this bill has to be repealed
because of this Bill of Rights. Now I know there is disajreement with their
thoughts of communal land holdings and purchasing 1land, but I kaoow of no
disagreament of any part of the Province of Alberta with their freedoam of
relijion. I know of no one that bothers them when they worship. I have lived
among the people and many are personal friends, anl I know of nd> ooz that has
any more freedom of religion than the Hutterian Brethcen. S5>ne may argue that
th2 buying of laal is part of their religion, the same as healing is part of the
Chcistian Science religion, and if that is valid, it is an argument. But I
certainly don't think anyone should say that that bill is being repealed because
of freedom of religion, because they have just -as much freedon of rasligion as
any hon. member of this House, and have had for many years.

Whan I was a boy I remember seeing a sign in Montana; "No Hutterites
pecmitted in this store". Now I've never seen any susch thing in the Province of
Alberta, I've never seen it anywhere, even at the height of bitter fights on
this matter, I've never seen that. And I'm glad I havean't, bescausz I personally
would say that I would fight for the rights of ths Hutterian Brethrzn to have
fresdom of religion.

Consequently, I have some difficulty in following the argunents that have
be2n alvanced about the repeal of that legislation in order to fit into this
bill. [It's clained that we are talking about the rights of the indiviiuals, but
are #e not talking about the rights of a sect, rather than th2 indiviiuals? The
indiviiuals have their right to be a part of that colony. Nobody's denying thenm
that right, and if this is going to start recognizing the rights of
orjanizations and sects, then of course it gets away from th2 individual thiag.
Apd [ think this is a point that has to be carefully analyzed and carefully
wvatched, or we're going to get into difficulty in the alninistration of the
bill. The rights also, when we say to some people we are go>ing to guarantee
your rights, we have to be very careful that in doing so w2 don't taxe rights
awiy from other individuals. And we have to think about the rights of those who
will have their lives affected, who live on the fringe of tae colony, who find
th2asalves isolatel from their own church because the artificial wall has been
built airound the colony and it affects their religion, their school, their
cights. So I want to say that in our zeal to protect th2 rights of every
individual, let's not take rights away from other individuals by so doing.

There are just two other points that I would like to m2ntion in the matter
of disccimination under item 1, and that 1is we say there will be no
discrimination because of religion or sex. Now in connection with these iteams,
I would like to meantion two that bother me, and that is the discrimination of
wen ani women, particularly men over the age of 50. I doa't think there's any
hon. menber of tais House who cam go to any large part of the proviace of
Albacta without finding men who are discriminated against bazause of their age.
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Not because they can't do a job, but because people of today think that they
can't compete with those who are younger. Now maybe this is verjing on the
economic, and I admit it does to some degree, but again I siay there's a very
fin2 line betwesn the economical and the political aisl2 in connsction with
this. And also the discrimination sometimes against childrsa. I have arqued at
times with members of the Hutterian colonies about the rights of their children
in regard to eduzation, that their children have a right to eiucation.

But I always have to come back to the point of on2 of the fundameatal
thiags in vhich I believe, and that is the right of the parent to decide what
scha2d2l a youngster should go to, and the right of the pareat to decide on the
philosophical approach to the education of their <child. So really, the only
acrgiament I have when I talk to the Hutterian Brethra2n about educatisa is their
lov standard of education. One of them said he wants his bd>ys and girls to
learn how to rezad and to count money and to be able to write, but he doesn't
want them to understand science. He doesn't want any science; he doesn't want
tham to know the why or the wherefore or why things ace happening. Now I
acknowledge this is the right of a parent, but there is another gJuestioa that
coma2s in. Does that standard come up that decreed by the Department of
Education for other boys and girls in the Province of Alberta? And if it
doesn't, there is a conflict between the right of a pareat to decide to what
school ais child will go, and the philosophical approach with the standard seot
by the rest of the province in regard to the academiz standacds, and I hope the
Daparte2zat of Education doesn't set the philosophical standacds. But in the
academicz standarils, I think there is a requirement that is necessary for avery
boy and girl. Perhaps there is a conflict there too, a conflict with the
parents who don't want their boys and girls to go beyond 3crade VI, which many
Hutterian Brethren do not.

No#, theses things aren't easily resolved I acknowledge. But there is
somatim2s discrimination against children, and those who are up in yesars, over
50, oot because they can't do a job, but simply because of symething over which
th2y have no control - their age. They had no choice of wh2a they were born.
Wh2n I used t> have to deal with many people in the coal aining industry who
found that they were no longer wanted because they were 60 y2ars of age, when
thay coull 1loai coal better than hundreds of people 30, this is a difficult
thing to do. This is discrimination. I think it should be bised on what they
can do rather than on the age they happen to be.

Well, I realize that that is not a major point of the bill. But in closing
I would like to say again, that the freedom from want is very closely allied to
th2 basic founlation of these other rights. And I would lice to know from the
hoa. th2 Premier exactly what we are going to do with the subnissions that came
to his office and which he was good enough to l=2t us all c2ad, 2ven though we
jon't ajyree personally with the requests.

MBR. LOUGHEED:

Mr. Chairman, I would 1like to respond to some of the points the hon.
Opposition Hous2 Leader has raised. The first point, the spacific question 1is,
wvhat to do with the submissioas? It's been mulling thcough my mind, that
particulacr question. I felt it was very inappropriate, until the matter had
gone through the legislature for me to, in any way, respoad beyond an
acknowledgement, because I had no jdea, and have no ilea, waat the legislature's
ultimate decision will be.

However, once the legislation is passed through the House, it woald be our
intantion to do two things. We would try to answer every sinjle one 2f the 90
033 1lettars, 1ind deal specifically with the matter that was raised in terms of
my response to the letter. Then we would aild to each letter the full Hansard
transcripts of the committee discussions, that have dealt with tha matters that
have bea2n raised here. We might add second reading, but at l2ast we would add
anil pass on to 2verybody vho has taken the time and trouble i1nd effort to make a
submission on this important bill, the full Haasard proceediaygs so that they
couli real the discussions back and forth that are being niade today and other
days.

Jn the quastion of economic want and economic freedom, I believe on this
on2, th2 hon. M2mber for Drumheller and I are in fudl 1accord. It 1is an
objective, it 1is an objective of our administration -- I an sure it would have
bean an objective of the previous administration, but to plac2 it as something
vithin a bill, much as we would like to do it (and I would vary much like to do
it), I think it is just simply -~ with the <capacity that namn has today =<
hypozrisy for us to do it; that is our feeling and I concur with that.
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On the matter of age 50, though, Hr. Chairmaa, I believe that the
government has taken some very significant initiatives im that regard in Bill
No. 2. That is a good question as I notice the hon. membar refars to age 50.
We are talking in Bill No. 2 about age 45 and that is strictly an arbitrary age.
I 3o know this, that every age one goes on, on2 is pr2pared to adjust that
figure.

The one point, though, that I don't understand fron the hoa. member's
raparks-is his very first comment, because if I understood hin -.correctly, then
eithar he or I 3o not understand the bill. There is no queastion but that under
tha parliamentary system and in the authority vested im th2 legislature, the
lagislature caa, in fact, take fundamental freedoms away from people.
Unfortunately, that is the nature of the motivation that brought us to bring
Bill No. 1 forward as a basic bill. Perhaps the hon. member night want to clear
up what hs said, so that we're not at odds. Section 3 (1) of the bill says that
this, in no way, affects any existing rights of asybody. TIhat is fandamental
thera. But thers is no question that without Bill No. 1, this 1lesgislature, at
any tine, can pass a law that can take fundamental freedoms as enumerated
therein away; in fact, can still do it with a 'notwithstandiny The Alberta Bill
of Rights' clause. Nobody is suggesting they will do it, but the power is there
to do it, and that's the basic concept of Bill No. 1. If ths hon. M4amber for
Drcanheller is not in accord on that, I don't know how he can be in accord with
the bill. But it just could be that I nmisunderstood the point thit he was
getting at and would appreciate his response.

MR. TAYLOR:

Unier The Canadian Bill of Rights, as a Canadian citizen, I am given
certain rights. M4y point is that no provincial legislature has the right to
take from me the rights given to me by the Parliament of Canaia.

MR. LOUGHEED:

That's fine. There's no way the provincial legislatur2 can take away from
a citizen of this province, any rjghts granted to that citizen within the
exclusive authority of the federal jurisdiction of the Caaadian bill. That's
fina, I feel better about it. But I did want to make sure th2 record is clear,
that within the area that is solely and entirely a provincial jurisiiction, we
4o and #e can, and we still can, with a 'notwithstanding' clause, pass a law
that would, in fact, take away and, to some extent, curtail those basic rights.

MR. DIXONW:

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say a few words on this particular bill. Oue
point that I would like to bring ouat that there hasn't been tdo much 2mphasis on
is, I feel, this bill will do a great thing to unify our Canaila.

I would lika to leave this suggestion with the hon. Prenier. 1I'n sure that
after tais bill is passed, it will probably go out to a lot 2f our schools and a
lot of our institutions showing that we have a spalled out Bill of Rights in
Aloarta. I'm not opposed to that. But I think we want to tike a forward step
as a province. I think we should, vhen we send th2se thin3js out, tcy aad coame
up with a plague, or whatever we use, that would show, not only th2 Alberta Bill
of Rights, but also the Canadian Bill of Rights at the sane time. We're not
accused of trying to get a Bill of Rights to try and embarrass the federal
governmant. Wa are Canadians first. I'm sure the hon. msmbers, gnd the hon.
Premier in particular, would be interested in doing just that. I taink this is
vhat we should 4o because I think the greatest fr2edom 2f all is the freedoa
that we caa work together as Canadians to build a greater Canada. 0f course,
Alberta to us, 1is probably the most important part of Canada because we live
herea.

I #4ould like to go back to the thought that we can do a lot towards helping
to unify this nation of ours, by showing that we are nd>t only anxious to
uniscline, but I think, as the hon. Member for Drunheller w#as trying to point
out, what the Alberta government is doing with The Bill of Rijhts to guarantee
som2thing they can't take away. I think what the Alberta javernment is tryiang
to 1o, at least my interpretation of it, is to underline th2 basic rights and to
ext2al whearever possible to Albertans, any extra protection that woull make our
bill more practical to apply, and at the same time do the basic thing which we
viat it to do; that is, expressing our freedom and guirante2iag our fraedon.

1 believe, as far as the Hutterite Brethren are concern2i, thair problem is
not discrimination in actual religion. Where they are b2ing discriminated
against is that they can't buy land like any other person in the province if
they are going to farm it communally. This is what the old act said, in effect.
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It held them dowan to that. It didn't say that they couldn't meet on Sunday to
vorship 50d, or on Saturday, to worship Him, if that's they 1ay they picked --
but it was the discrimination of lani purchasing against th2m. Doinjy away with
Th2 Communal Property Act will, of course in effect, take avay that
discrimination and take care of the objection they had to it.

I was noticing that in Saskatchewan, as far as c2ligious freedon is
concarned, they have a good clause that we could give coansideration to. I
notice that tha hon. Member for Drumhellar picked out th2 Christian Science
mnovament, and I think if any Christian Science member heard him give his speech
ha*l b2 sort »of <confused, because he talked about blood transfusion -~ that
wo1ld be the last thing a Christian Science member would b2 advocating. So
thars is no problem there.. I think this is where we have to 2xamine the Alberta
Bill of Rights because there is no stipulation as to hovw far the limits or
boundaries to freedom are allowed to go. Liberty without 11y limits sometines
can b2 worse than no liberty at all. I think we have to try amd bring the two
tojether.

Sonebody meationed the fact that we must be careful whean we are catering to
just th2 small minority groups. I think you will find in history it has been
praven to be the snall minority groups who have done mor2 and have been more
alact to our frezloms than any other group. I think they have beesn ra2spomsible,
in many cases, for maintaining the freedom that we have today.

I believe in talking about this religious freedsn we s51>uld follow through
Acrtizle 18 of tas Universal Declaration of Human Rights, where it states,
"Evecryone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This
rijht includes freedom to change his religion or belief, 2aad freeiom either
alon2 or in coomunity with others, and in public or private, t> maaifest his
ra2lijion or belief in teaching, practice, worship, and observance." Section 3
of the Saskatchewan Bill of Rights boiled it down intd a shorter version which I
think should be seriously considered in our bill: "Freelom of conrscience,
opinion and belief, and freedom of religious association, teaching, practice and
worship.® I thiak this could probably take care of a lot of the sbjections that
we may have.

Another suggestion 1I*d 1like to leave with the hon. Pr2miec is that maybe
ducing the course of the next two or three months, after the bill has been
pass23, and people have nad an opportunity to look at it -- particularly those
who have taken the time out to write to us and object to »>r point out the
diffareat things that they would be interested in ~- them I think it wouldn't be
a bad ilea for the legislature to extend to those people an iavitation to come
to a1 aeating, after the bill has been in effect, and see if it has really
affected them in the way they thought it wmight. I thiac this would help
ovarcone the problems the hon. the Premier mentioned the othac day in his speech
when he was talking about, "Maybe the problems will arise, bat letts wait till
thay arise and do something about them then, by chanjing legislation." This may
help to avoid that situation and give us some really good guidance as to where
there are legitimate objections to where their rights may b2 intecfered with by
the passiny of tais bill. Of course, I know that the last taing this bill is
intended to do is to interfere with the rights of people iitecfered with very
oftza. That's why we have it here.

I believe that we have tpo be careful of making genzral statements. If
son2body else wants to do something different, I think we have to be careful and
take time out to study and analyse what it is they really waat. As long as they
ar2 not interfering with the rights of the vast majority of Albecrtans, then I
think we have to give serious consideration to the requests. In particular,
this right of religious freedom, which I think most of the people that have
vritten to me have pointed out that they have bean 1ost coacermed about. So I
think if we can come up with a broader definition -- something like they have in
Saskatchewan =-- that will probably suffice for many people who are showing some
conzern. But basically I believe, as I started out in the first of my talk, I
think w#e shouli also talk about freedom and also look at ways to unite this
gr2at Canada of ours. If we can show by example that we 1315 a province are
iotarasted, oot only in what we are already guaranteed under the Canadian Bill
of Bights, but we also are interested in whatever legislation that amight
intecfere with the rights of our own particular proviace. I am sure by
amalgamating the two together, and if we are going to seml them out to our
schools, it will show our students, and whoever 21s2 wants to read it, that we
arz2 intarested in being Canadians and that Bill of Rights, anl also as Albertans
in our ovn Bill of Rights which is only strengthening the basic freadoms that
wer2 guiranteed t> us under the British North America Act.
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¥B. LOUSHEED:

I would just 1like to respond to some of the remarks made by the hon.
menber. First of all, essentially his first and last point. I think that's a
very valil position, the idea of tying together -- becausa that's what wve are
trying to do -- the Capnadian Bill of Rights with the Alberta Bill of Rights.
Perhaps in our conmunication of the passage of this bill we can do that. I
think it is an excellent idea. I think it also fits with the declaration we
have made ian this assembly that if we had our prefa2rences w2 would prefer that
th2 matter be soaething that was within a coastitutional chacter, provided it
was adequately done within a constitutional charter, but it would creflect the
view of Albertans that they are Canadian first. I think that is an excellent
idea.

The question on the Saskatchewan Bill of Rights relativ2 to the guestion of
fre2dom of religion, Mr. Chairman, that is a very difficult jaestioa. We have
sp2at a1 lot of time thinking about it. We start to vary in-any significant way
in the wording in the Canadian Bill of Rights and this bill o5f rights and we
losz one2 advantaige that we have got with regard to thes2 bills baing close
togethec, and the closer vwe can get them together, the better certainty the
people of Alberta have as to the way in which this bild will operate. I don't
taks away from the argument made by the hon. member, but when it comes down to
th2 actual legislative position that's why we have straiven to take that
particular position.

On the matter of liberty as described by the hon. membac, I really tend to
fe2l -- although it is difficult to respond im a specific way -- that except by
duz process of law, that deals with that question of liberty in the sense that
liberty is liberty within the question of due process of law. I certainly
appreciite the comments made by the hon. member.

I would, at this time, like to go back if I could to the amendm2nt -- just
so I have. it straight -- to the honr. Member for Macleod so I can be thinking
about 1it. When the hon. member raised his comments in the douse the other day,
he raised it on a general basis about a recognition within th2 'first paragraph.
I wmay have be2n misled at second reading, because w2 did deal with that
pacticular matter in our ovwn minds as I am sure hon. members agree -- in setting
our views forth on the wording of the first preamble., Although we were not im
the comnittee stage, we were certainly alert to the views mals at second reading
by the hoa. membars opposite.

The2 hon. Hember for Drumheller at second reading refers specifically to the
first preamble and stated, "The first preamble of the bill, I think, is an
excellent one, touching on the worth of the human person. Many pedple in our
sociaty, in our province and in our couantry feel they are not worth anything,
thzy are not valued by the community, that they can make ao contribution. I
like to think of the importance of every individual, that he is a human being
ani that he is worthy of respect." Then at the bottom of 15-28 in Hansard the
hon. Member for Drumheller suggests "The first preamble I thiak is eaxcellently
written and is basic to almost everything else."™ So that probably is a matter
of our ianterpretation to the response of the members generally but am I reading
clearly so I can be thinking about this matter over the weekzad, that the desire
is to use the sane wvording as within the Canadian Bill of Rights and to briag
the reference to "and acknowledge the supremacy of God" in after the provision,
"is foundel upon principles®"? Am I correct in that, because it's important to
an analysis of the situation? [Mr. Buckwell nodded ). Thank you.

Jne other juestion I forgot to answer the hon. Mamber foc Calgary Millican.
Dii I follow that the hon. member is saying that what you thought we should do
is go biack to the people who have taken the trouble to mak2 submissions, in a
yeac or 18 months from now, or at some stage in the future, t> try to make sonme
communization t> them, and say; "Now you have seen the act ian operition for a
year and a half, are your fears greater, less, or the same?" Is that the point?

MR. DIXDJN:

Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is my idea, but in particular, to those people who
have been asking about how far this freedom goes. So, in other words, we may
not have to go over them all because I think three-quarters >f them iare more or
less routine. They are not asking for anything goinjy beyond what th2 bill is
alraady Juarantezing. But, for example, if we do away with thz Hutterite
legislation complately they probably wouldn't be intarested ian coaing in. Ve
have considered the practising of their religion, not only to worship but also
to practise their religion, because of something they felt thay could add to it,
which w#ould help without harmiag the bill or affectiny the 1nass of the
population. Those are the type of people I had in mind. I 3ion't think we need
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to 3o to all of them, just those few who are still showing concern after they
have seen a copy of the bill.

¥B. LOUSHEED:
Mr. Chairman, we will certainly give it some consideration.
MR. YURKO:

Mr. Speaker, I feel very privileged to say a few words today on this bill.
I can remember -- this being wmy fourth session ani I b2lieve I have had
somathing to say oo human rights during every sessioa that I have been inr the
House -<- and one of the main reasoms was because som2 of »d2ur regulations in
legislation dil, in fact, discriminate in a number of differsnt ways.
Therefore, it was necessary to speak on this matter.

I stood up today to speak particularly becauss of th2 remack made by the
hon. Mesber for Drumheller, and I do not wish to attribute to him my
interpretation of his remarks. But he did make the remark that “what government
givas, jovernment can take away". And I want to address wmy remirks more
specifically to the idea of what government gives, because it is very, very
pertinent to this bill.

[ ajree that there is a very substantial section in regard to this bill
which suggests that you shouldn't take certain things away. But, agaia, I want
to =-om2 back to what governemnt gives, and particularly r2far to it2m No. 1 in
the bill. I refer to the actual wording, because I thint¢ it is -extremely
important to recognize that government is not giving anythiaj to anybady. What
No. 1 says, is: "that it is hereby recognized and declared that in Alberta there
exists without discrimination by reason of race," so and so, and so forth, "the
folloving freedoms". Now I want to suggest very strongly that Jovernment
doesn't say that jovernment gives or the legislature gives aay type of freedoums
at all. We have simply arrived at a point in time =- I think most of us in this
legislatur2, by virtue of whatever base we had, and that base may certainly
differ between one and another of us -- but we have arriwved at the point where
we recognize these freedoms. We know they exist. We know they are there. No
one gives them to us. The goverament doesn't give tham to us, the legislature
do2sn't give them to us, they are there. Aand one of the fundamental needs of
this bill -- and the fundamental reasons of this bill, ani I kanow that the
Premier has recognized this, perhaps better than anybody else in this House is
this, that when a society reaches a point in terms of its 2volution, when it
can, in fact, jet up before all of its people and the peopl2 of the nation and
the world and say that these freedoms exist, then sucr=ly we nave reached, in our
thinkingy and in our existence, a state of excellence which 1s vital to project.
And it is very vital that we project this state of excellenc2 to the world and
to our own people, and say, as this says, that these freeiocms exist; they are
not given by anybody; they exist for everybody on an equal biasis. This to me is
what this bill Joes. I pray that this bill will be looked at ani will be used
anl will pbe in the courts as often as it possibly can be; for the simple reasoa
that when it is brought into the courts it will be a reafficmation 2f the fact
that we know these freedoms exist. Phey are not given to anybody by any
legislature =-- they exist. So by doing this we enshrine tais excelleace. We,
in fact, say that this is goodmess in itself, and if ve don't say it to society,
then sirely we will start to slip and will go in the reverss directisn. So, in
fact, we 10 say this in this bill.

Now I am aot saying that everybody arrives at this conclusion, at this
realization of excellence in the same way that I necessarily have airrived' at
this conclusion. It may be that some people have a i1iffereat path aani have had
a iifferent road leading to this copnclusion. Mine, I know what it is, it is a
pecrsonal thing and I know what it is for me to arrivs at this particular
conclusion that these freedoms exist. But it is important t> note, I think,
that there isn't a single member in this House, regariless of how he his arrived
at this realization, that recognizes and has the full recognition that, in fact,
th2s2 things exist for all pepple, regardless of whether they are male or
female, Ukrainian, Romanian, English people, black or white, or whatever they
acre. This to me is the most fundamental part of this bill.

MR. KIN3:

Mr. Chairman, as the Premier has indicated, it was our nipe that during the
course of discussion in committee stage we would make some kinmd of public
reaction to some of the more coamon features of the briefs that had been
considerei. Sinca2 a number of them have been raised this afternoon [ thought
that just briefly I would give a reaction to a couple of the paints that had
be2n maie.
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The Premier has indicated the preference to eashrine the contents of The
Bill of Rights in a constitution, and for a variety of reasons that 1is not
possibls in our particular situwnation at the present time. But the briefs
submitted by a number of organizatjons and individuals rangei all the way froam
th2 sujgestion that The Bill of Rights should be enshrined in some more
pecmaneat document, i.e. the coanstjtution, to the idea that I'he Bill of Rights
shoull not be eanshrined at all, because as soon as you committed it to paper you
vere lessening its impact.

I think the reaction would be that the contents of a bill 2f rights can be
impingel upon lejally or illegally by government at any time that it can choose.
We all acknowledge in this legislature, the power of tae legislature at a
subsequant session to repeal this Bill of Rights if that is tae decision of the
majority of the n2mbers of the assembly. We would have to appreciate, as well,
that the constitutions in many countries in the world come, and constitutioans
go. The fact that bills of rights are enshrined in constitutions is not in
itself a protection. The protection of the contents of a bill of rights is the
attituiz of the people of the society towards it. We have called upon tradition
in our Bill of Rights, perhaps because we are conservatives iad pechaps because
in our experience a tradation of 500, 600 or 900 years has indicated that it is
a valuable and, indeed, a very strpng protection of human rigats. It is a fact
that many of the human rights we emjoy today are the result >f an avolution that
begyan with a pacrticular piece of legislation, such as our Bill of Rights, and it
is not proper to demean a specific piece of legislatyon >a which to base our
rights simply by virtue of the fact that it is specific.

The Magna Zarta could have been repealed, subject to th2 conditions of the
time; the English Bill of Rights could have been repealed. The thing that has
given it value today, 400, 500 amd 700 years after it happsaoed, is that it was
not repealed, that it continued to be accepted in the socisty which had
originally passed it. The same thing can be said over tin2 with this Bill of
Rights. Its existance in time is what will give it strength.

There is another thing whach will give it streangth, 11d which I thiak is
impoctant as well, and that is that the Legislative Assembly anakes n2 pretense
that it is going to define explicitly the rights which the members of this
society understand themselves in their own minds, to have. The courts will
detacmine that. And I think there are two good reasons for this course having
been taken.

Ths first is that the judiciary is a court of recoursa2 to which anyone can
go, ‘regardless of what might be said or dome in this assembly. It is a well
known fact that the judiciary is an independent body with what I would call an
inizpendant languige of its own in many ways markedly differ=2at than ours, and
as the Premier has suggested, regardless of how we may woril something in this
assembly, there is a very real possibility that the wording zould be disagreed
with by th2 judiciary if we use words here which have not bezn commonly used and
which have not dsveloped a commoa definition over 31 perid2l of tine in the
juiiczial process. So I think one of the things that we are anxious to do is to
use the kinds of words to express these freedoms which have been dealt with in
the past by the judicial system in Canada. I think for greater certiainty -- as
the lawyers would say -< this is very, very importaat.

Th2 second important aspect of this is that recourse is to an independent
judiciary, as opposed to a dependeat assembly. It is a fact that 1as society
changes, the manner in which we exercise2 our rights must cniage. The degree to
which our rights can be exercised, vis-a-vis any other persoan or organization in
this society wnust change. The way' in which woris can b2 usei will change.
Whather we like it or not, the assembly is composed of peopl2 who are here by
tha will of ths majority. In this assembly, business is 1dne by th2 action of
ths majority, anl in point of fact, a bill of rights exists to serve, in my view
at least, more the protection of the minority than ths majority. And I think it
is correct and proper that the explication of the contents >f The Bill of Rights
shoald bz don2, not by people who are dependent upon the whim of the majority,
but by a judiciary which is independent and has the pover ail the ressurces do
defend the rights of the minority.

The last thing by way of a general comment that I want2d to nake, was that
in jesaling with religion, I think there's a compa2lling diffecence between
denying or compelling a person to do something because 2f his religion, and
denying him something or compelling him to do sonethinjy in spite of his
celigion. Ther2 is a difference between forcing someone to 1> somathing because
he is different than the rest of us and compelling soaeone td> do sownething or
denyiny him the opportunity to do it in spite ot the fact that h2 is different
from the rest of us.
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That also was an active considerationm of ours when we reviewed the briefs
that dealt with the guestion of religion. The courts hive considered the
statements of The Bill of Rights not narrowly, but broally -~ the Attorney.
5e2n02ral hinself jave a couple of examples, freedom of exprassion 2xtends to
topless dancers, freedom of religion may or may not axtend t> people who want to
use marijuana in pursuit of religious perfection -- but I think it's desirable
that these kinds of decisions should be less emdtional, more detached, and
certainly more independent of the public pressure process that exists in the
assembly. These were some of the thoughts that we had at the time we were
‘considering some of these submissions.

MR. TAYLOR:

« « « the hon. Member for Calgary Millicaan, and for the cecorl I would like
to say that when I was referring tp Christian Science I properly referred to
healing, and when I was referring to blood transfusions I should have referred
to Jehovah's Witnesses, which is another minority group.

MR, CHALBRMAN:
Mr. strom.
MB. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, a few thoughts that I would just like t> bring out at this
point in time. First of all, I listened very carefully to the hon. Member for
Bdmonton Highlands. He refers to the signing of the Magna Zarta, ani raises it
as a parallel to the meed of 1972 and our Bill of Rights. I somehow or other anm
getting totally 1lost because I would hate to think that the situation.we are
faczing today in saciety would by even the wildest stretch of the imaginatioa,
have any similarity to the situation that existed at that point in time. I am
sura that the hoa. member was. not suggesting it. I did gathar thdough that we
left tne impression that there js a real need at this point in time to have a
Bill of Rights; an Alberta Bill of Human Rights, in order to take care of the
rights of individuals.

It seems to me that we need to give some coansideratisa to the democratic
procass, It is in this area that I would like to maka a comneat oC twd. I an
on2 of those whd firmly believes that it is my respoasibility to try and reflect
the will of the people in my constituency and, in the broader concepts, the will
of the people of Alberta. And I say that I think my responsibility is really to
the people of Aloarta first, not because of the position, but as a3 resident of
ths province, and as such, I do not think we can think in narrow terms of
regionalism first, but rather secoad. And so my responsability secoaniarily is
to the pedple of the constituency I represent.

Now, I havz alwvays been concerned as to whether or not we do reflect it in
the mannar in which we ought, I am sure that all of us at times have had to ask
oucrselves the question; are we, in this position we are taking at this time,
truly reflecting the people who have sent us here? But it seems t2 me that
neacrly all who have spokea on the Alberta Bill of Rijhts recagaiza it is a bill
that can be amenied, can be repealed, and can be handled in any wiy that a
following government or legislature wvould decide to do. It boils down then,
that tha best protection we can hawve as a province, and as a aation, is an
alert, and informed electorate, one which realizes what tneir legislatuce or
theic government is about to do for then.

We have heard a number of members express concern about rights being taken
away. They suggest that a legislature can take it away. I say, "yes, they can;
up to a point." For example, if bad legislation were pissed at this first
legislature, it could conceivably be enforced for the length >f time we would be
in offica. But at the first opportunity that the public has t> reach the
decision by their vote, they are certainly in the position t> control the action
of a jovernment. Having said that, it seems to me have to racognize that we are
not here to try to take anything avay from anybody. We ars hers to try to
provila for the people what we believe is in their best intarests. ILf the day
ever comes that the objectives outlined in The Bill of Rights, or, in a more
genaral way, is in opposition to what the majority of p2ople waat, then of
cours2, I say that the government that attempts to do that, will be quickly out
of office. It seems to me that government is ra2ally just a reflection of a
majority rule. It seems to me that in a sense this becom2s a stitement of
objectives that only can  have meaning as it is support2d by a majority of
peoplea.

I'sn sure all of us recognize that law 2anforcement officers will tell you
that law is no better than the support it receives from peopl2, or th2 extent to
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whizh we are prepared to live try it. If it is a poor law, of course, then we
can 2xpect that it will not be adhered to too well.

I thought it was rather interesting, Mr. Premier, t2 hear that there are
only two pieces of legislation up to this point in time im o>Jur histary as a
provinc2, which seem to infringe, to any extent, on anyone's liberty, or, in any
way conflict with The Alberta Bill of Rights. For that reasan, I would like to
think that the m21 and women who have passed through this pacticular legislature
have recojnized, to a much greater extent thamn we might lik2 to think, what most
of the pedple have desired, by way of laws of the land.

I know th2 hon. Premier suggested that if we w2re opposed to the
legislation, we could then vote against it. But I suggest to you that that
woiald be Jjust a little bit like trying to vote ajainst adotherhood. I don't
think any of us acre really against it. {Interjections] If the hon. Prenier
would just wait, I would be prepared to finish. I don't thiak th2re is any need
of having that kind of a demonstration; I'm merely expressinj a point of view.
If the hon. uae2abers don't like it, they can express a different view, Hdr.
Chaicman.

All I'm saying is that I, for one, have no int2ntion of voting against it
because it expresses a view that everybody holds. I suggest that if it were not
on the books, it would still be the principles that would b2 guiding this House
in its jeliberations and in the kiand of legislation that it would be bringing
ia. I, for one, am not prepared to admit for a minute that this is going to
chainge my feeliang as to what the rights of the individuals ara. I thiak it is
oaly fair to say that I have recognized them and that I aiave triei to follow
tham up to this point in time. That's why I mentionel at the beginning, when
thz hon. Member for Edmonton Highlands brought up the example of the Magna
Carta, that he left the impression that we have a similar situation to that
which prevailed at that point in time. I say that if that's what he was trying
to lead us to believe, then it's a pretty ridiculous situatisa.

But, Mr. Chairman, all I am saying is that this legislature is supreme, and
whather or not this becomes the law of the land, we still have a respoasibility
to try and carry out the will of the people. I certiaianly expect that the
majority of you lesire the very things which are expressed in this bill.

MR. LOUSHEED:

Mr. Chairman, I find the remarks of the hon. Lealer most disappointing, and
yes, Mr. Bowker's too.

I really was alarmed at second reading of the bill that the -hon. Leader of
th2 Jpposition really felt that there wvas no need for tais bill. That's
certainly a justifiable position, but in my view the bild hias such magnitude and
such importance that if he doesn't think there is any need for it, I ioa't kaow
how he <can vote for it. He refers to the fact that there are only two bills,
although I thought we were clear there were two bills plus a number of
amendmeats. One of them was The Bexual Sterilization Act, 11d that had been oa
the books of this assembly, if my memory is correct, since 1328. So to talk
about the fact that the very next legislature is goin3 to fiad itself in a
position where it is going to discover legislation agaiast the cights of
indiviiuals certainly isn't something that is borne out by th2 facts.

As far as I'm concerned, members can take their position on this bill.
They should take the position that there is a need for the bill, that there is a
neel for an Alberta Bill of Rights to protect the people of the province from
the largeness of government, from the vastness of governmeat, to protect the
iniividual =~- just the way #Hr. Diefenbaker felt about the Canadian Bill of
Rights -- to protect the individual from the power of the state.

Certainly it's true that the bill can be repealel or anended in the future,
but as I said in ny remarks in second reading -- I thought there were members on
both sides of the House that understood and concurred with this =-- that this was
th2 sort of bill that was going to be very, very difficult inieed for anybody,
a0 matter who was sitting in this seat or on this side 2f the ious2, to come
bazk to, or even for somebody who was sitting on the other sile of the House to
propases an ameadment to it. That's why I thought we shoull take thz care with
the bill that we are taking. I think it's the sort of a bill =-- ani I'm not
sugjesting for a moment that it can't be amended -- but I am saggesting that
it's going to be difficult to amend, difficult for a jovernne2at of tha future to
amani, i1nd certainly difficult to repeal.

Thit isn't t> say that there aren't going to be cases where the government
brings forth legislation that says, ‘'notwithstaniing th2 Alberta Bill of
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Rights,* but I haven't any doubt that whoever brings it fortn from this side is
going to find a very alerted opposition on the other side miking this
government, or any future government, really toe the lin2 oa why should that
bill be notwithstanding any right. I think that's going to make it very
difficult for government in the future.

Suce, theraz is nobody urging this bill. I said that in second reading. Ve
vere bringing it forward and we were going to have lots of headaches with it,
but we were bringing it forward because we thought there was a need. As far as
I am concerned, if the hon. Leader doesnt't think theres is a n2ed, then he should
vote against it.

MR. DIXIN:

Mr. Chairman, while I was on my feet, I forgot to meation one important
thing to the hon. the Premier. There was a doctor in Calgary by the name of Dr.
Holman who was one of the professors of medicine at the university, 3ind he was
quite concerned about the childrem -- and I remember ths hon. MHember for
Drumhaller pointing out people over 50 -- and he suggyested an ameadm2nt in Bill
No. 1, that perhaps the words 'or age' might be added after the word *sex' under
item (i). I was wondering whether the Attorney General or someone on the
governm2nt side of the House had given any consideration to this rasquest? They
vent out to 3all nmembers as well as the Premier. I was wondering what is the
stand of children on the Bill of Rights as far as Alberta is concerned?

MR. LOUSHEED:

Mc. Chairman, that is a very difficult question and I would like to ask the
hon. the Attorney Gemeral to respond to it. We were really pazzled about that
particular problem and yet, on the other hand vwhen one starts to think about the
implications of putting it in, there is a great deal of iaplication there by
adiing that provision within Bill No. 1 which, as you know, is within Bill No.
2. Perhaps the Attorney General +-

MB. LEITCH:

I an not sure, Mr. Chairman, if I can add much in the wiy of detail at the
present moment. That is certainly something which had been thought about, and
wh2n on2 comes to children, I think there are some areas in which it may be very
difficult to provide for them the same kinds of freedoms as acre gJguacranteed in
tha Bill of Rights.

Thece are things we do with chiliren in which they are treated differently
than adults. Som2 I can immediately think of are =ducation rsquiremeats; there
is treatment in hospitals and things of that nature whare they are treated
differently from adults and wvithout being able to point to 1 great number of
instanc2s, I a1 sure they exist, because children come unia2r parentil control.
Por example, parsnts may insist at a certain age that th2ic children go to
chucrch, do this, or that, or the other thing. I suppose if one hal a freedom of
religion in there and tied it to age we might be in a position wher2 a child
would be entitled to say, "Under the Bill of Rights, I don't hive to obey my
parents, and my parents say I must go to Sunday School.™ He2's aine or ten years
oli. rhat, I agree, is not very likely to happen, but we do hive provisions
whare children's interests are looked after independently of parents. I
suppose, <conceivably with that kind of provision you coull fiad som2dne taking
up on bzhalf of the child, that question. It's not likely to occur but it's
theoretically possible. And that's oaly one example, I can think of a great
miny others where we may find a problem, putting in a reference to ag2, because
of the fact that people of tender years do come under the contral of their
parents for most of their activities.

MR. DIXJN:
Mc. Chairman...I was interested particularly -- and this has to o with the
parents more than the children -- but for example, in the Hutterite problem we

have had, some Hutterites have even gone to jail after beiny coavictel of taking
th2ir caildren out of school at 15 while The School Act calls for 16. The type
of legislation I 1like to avoid is what is going on now. We have the
legislation, but if you read the Hutterite Report, it says that the
supacintendents are looking with a blind eye at the legislation and acen't
prosecuting under the act. I was just wondering how we take zare >f a situation
lika that, beciuse they could argque under religious freedom; "H2 becomes a man
at 15." This is the type of thing I had in mind as w2ll as the ydungster that
ne2ls protection but I understand, as you have pointel out, that we have certain
laws no# that protect youngsters' rights. I was just wondering oan the school
issuz.
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Mr. Chairman, the Attorney Gemeral might want to speak t> that, but just to
cleac up a misconception with reference to that specific situation. The
superintendents are not turning a blind eye. There is a provision in The School
Act that allows them to allow studeants under 16 to lsave schosl for what I think
is t2rm2d -- well, there is a phrase for it in the act and the superiantendent is
allowed to let them out of school early so that the supecrintendent is not
turning a blind eye. I know that is not the essence of the question that you
are raising, but I wanted to clear --

MR. DIXIN:

«s+.but on2 nan was convicted and spent 12 days and another superinteadent
can use discretion and a parent isn't charged. Now this 1is the type of
legislation that 1is discriminatory; that's what I @meant as far as age was
concerned.

MB. LEITCH:

#4r. Chairman, I think the hon. member is really touching on an area that is
not intanled to be covered by the Bill of Rights. He is really touching om the
ar2a of how much control should the parents have over thz children, because
there is no law that prohibits the child from going to schoal. It . is a matter
of the pirents not making a provision for them to go them to go to school and
directing them not to go, and certainly that is an area that isan't intended to
be covered by The Bill of Rights.

MR. NOTLEY:

Hay I ask a supplementary question on this matter of age? This is from the
other end of it, because as I recollect your speech introduciag the bill 1last
spring, Mr. Pr2mier, you mentioned that one of the things we might look at is
age from the viewpoint of the senior citizen. Quite obviously there are
exanples of discrimination in our province on the basis of aje., I am wondering
whether or not you have been able to assess the implications to that gquestion
anl if you have anything to report?

MBR. LOUGHEED:

Mr. Chairman, I think ve have. Again we are struggliag, as the Attorney
Gen2ral mentionei, with that particular problem. I disljike finding ourselves in
this position; I think we are almost ia the position of putting ia the bill as
it sits without age, and it may be that instances then come t> our attention in
a more direct wiy where people allege that the spirit, at least, of The Bill of
Rights ~- and by the way, ¥we might deal with compulsory retirzment or somethiag
of that nature that perhaps the hon. member is thinking absat, that ¥2 might be
in 1 position whare we have to give some consideration to how we 3eal with
specific 1legislation. It may be very much something that we should include
within Bill No. 1, but we have got it within Bill No. 2 -and we felt that Bill
No. 2 was vwhere the majority of the problems would lie. But it could be that
we, as 1 legislature, find ourselves endorsing legislation that might, in fact,
cr2ate that sort of a discrimination on the basis of age thit we would have to
take into consideration.

I would s2nse in many cases, and I would just be guessing, that we would
finl people relying on The Bill of Rights in terms Jf questioning our
legislation, and we wmay find that that is a very healthy exercise in itself,
even though age isn't within the bill. Do you want to add t> that?

MR. LEIICH:
Well, Mr. Chairman, there is nothing to add.
MB. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, on the question of age, the Premier just pointed out that the
quastion of the matter of age is in The Individual Rights Protection Act. I can
appreciate that putting in a Bill of Rights may create the niatter of a few more
'‘notwithstandings®, but I was goina to bring up the point of the ellecly that
the Menber for Spirit River hes brought up. Very clearly, there are many ways
that the elderly are discriminated against, and I think of ny experience as
Minister of He2alth and Health Insurance, an elderdy parson trying to get
supplemental insurance for drug insurance programs anl so on and s> forth. It
is only through Blue Cross that they can get this, because th2 private insurance
companies, in effect, are set up to cream off the lov risk :zonsumer and leave
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this age bracket sitting way off by itself. They are clzarly discriminated
against. I can't help but think maybe we might err on the safer side and I
think e have to put a few 'notwithstandings® in, to add tae matter of age to
th2 bill 1s well. 1In view of the fact -- and I use the Premi=r's argument, he
poiats out it is in Bill No. 2 -- I agree that we mijht be able t> approach the
problen through Bill No. 2, but it seems to me that since it is in Bill No. 2,
ther2 is some logic in putting it in Bill No. 1 as well, because it would very
clearly, I think, require quite a number of organizations and institutioas
inmediately to examine what their policies are. I realize that it craates sonme
more ‘ndtwithstandings‘.

I wmentionel The Age of Majority Act the other day, tae Attoraey General
brought it up, and I expect there will have to be a 'notwithstanding' zlause go
in ther2. And in my view, rightly so. I have no qgualms whitsoaver about seeing
it jJo in there. If there are places where the age question in Th2 Bill of
Rights doesn't apply, and the question of retirament, I thiank it nay be one
place it should be exempted from. Againm, it might be better, in the interests
of fairnass to all concerned, to put it in. It is in one bill; I don't really
see where it is significant and why it can't go into the s2z2nd bill. If it
vern't in No. 2, I could see where the argument is logical; I can see soae
pitfalls, but I wonder if we wouldn't be erring on the safer side by putting it
into Bill No. 1.

MR. LOUSHEED:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to respond to that. I think there is something
t> this that we should give some more thought to if w2 have to deal with and
consider what the hon. Member for Macleod has raised over the weekeni, also the
point raised by the hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview anl the hoa. Member
for Wetaskiwin Leduc =-- because I am not so concerned with it in tecms of the
younjer people. I think the hon. Member for Calgary Millican and the hon.
Attorney General have aired that one well. But I think in terms 5f the elderly
people it just might be something that we should giva some noce thought to, and
then if we find that we are facing a number of 'notwithstaniings' -- well maybe
ve are going to face it in Bill No. 2 in any event.

MR. LUDWIG:

Mr. Chairman, I am rather impressed with the hon. Premier's rasponse to
somz of the things that are being said. I always 1like to hear him make an
adic2ss because I am quite convinced -- like on that point [ raised about Deaan
Bowker -- that if he talks long enough that he will some arouad full circle and
tenid to agree with you. Now he has just made a point, I believe, very stroagly
in favour of waat I am going to advocate ani I am int2rested to ses if he will
disagre2 with me because I am suppprting.

It is in <Clause 2. The hon. Premier stateil that ad> govermumant in the
futuce would be anxious to amend this bill. I agree with hiam, for whatever the
bill is giving the people, but in Clause 2 it says; "Every law of Albasrta shall,
unless it is expressly declared by an Act of the Legislature that it operates
notwithstanding The Alberta Bill of Rights." I say that th2 hon. Premier and I
ar2 now in agresm2at that that should be taken out. It has nd> meaniny at all.
No legislature, certainly nobody here, would want to legislat2 ani say that this
las is not subject to The Bill of Rights. We are going through a big exercise;
th2 Przmier states that he is on sacred ground. If you disagree with his bill,
well vote against it. He has the right to tell the caucus what to do, and
apparently does a good job of jt, but it isn't his right to say w2ll, if you
don't like it don't vote for it. It's my bill, if you disagrese with it, don't
vote for it if you have the courage of your coavictions.

I have the courage of my coavictions; that is why I an speakinj here, Hr.
Chairman. But if the Premier has the courage of his convictions then take out
that section; coonsider it in caucus; "Every law of Alberta shall, unless it is
exprassly deciared by an Act of the Legislature that it operites notwithstanding
Tha Alberta Bill of Rights." That is another typical kind o€ escape clause that
we might want to disagree with our own Bill of Rights so let's leave that there
just in case. So let's take it out. You made 1 vehemeat, impassioned plea
that, oa no, this is going to be it. Now that has no place in that kind of
attitui2, in wy opinion. What kind of legislation are w2 going to have that
says that The Bill of Rights is excluded? Can you give us a fev examples if you
fe2l I am wrong, Mr. Premier.

MR. LOUGHEED:

In answer to that remark, I worry about the position th2 hon. member is in,
in voting for the bill. He clearly doesn't understand the bill, so he is going
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to have a very difficult time deciding how to vote. If I follow the other part
of his logic he is now suggesting that if he doesn't think th2re is a need for
the bill, then he should vote in favour of it. Now that's interesting; I will
have to think further about what that means.

MB. LUDWNIS:
Man, are you confused.
¥BR. LOUGHEED:

Thare is no gJuestion in my mind that that clause is funlamental to the bill
-~ the clause the hon. member referred to.

MR. LUDWIS:

Why? That's just the point. Why is it fundamental to the bill, because it
happens to be in The Canadian Bill of Rights and you are afraid to go away from
it? Why is that fundamental? Just because the hon. Premier said so doesn't
mean that it's fundamental. There has to be a reason for it and [ would like
just ona2.

MR. KIN3:

Can I ask the hon. Member for Calgary Mountain View how he would propose to
deal with the requirement that voters in elections b2 18 years of age or over?
[f you put in an amendment forbidding discrimination on tha basis of age, and
than don't put a notwithstanding clause in either The Electisa Act or The Age
¥ajority Act, or does he think that 6 and 7 year-olds should be able to vote?

MR. LUDWIS:

Mc. Chairman, how does that deal with it unless it is expressly declared by
an act of the legislature that it operates notwithstanding The Alberta Bill of
Rights? How does this tie in with the stand I took on this? I don't see it at
all.

MR. CRAWFIRD:

Mc. Chairman, in spite of the challenge, I am going to try to deal with an
acrea of this that hasn't been fully explored yet. I think if hon. members will
cast their minds back 10 to 12 years, to the time when [he Canadian Bill of
Rights was being 3ebated in the House of Commons, they will racall that at the
time a number of doubts were expressed about it and a nuaber of shortcomings
that it had wvere clearly defined by the experts of the day. The shortcomings
that they <chose to debate over were basically two in numbac. One 2f them was
that they were fearful that by actually putting our rights i>#n in so many words
thzy would do away with some rights that we already had, ani that the
intecpretation of The Bill of Rights would be so specific, accarding to its
woriing, that we might 1lose rights that we bad built up in the case law of
sa2v2ral hundred y=ars in the British and Canadian systems, iril indeed in other
jurisdictions as well.

W2ll, of course, that's takem care of in the law, as it is in the Canadian
Bill of Rights, in that nothing is to be construed to chang2 any human right or
funjamental £freedom that may have a2xisted at the time of -ommencezent of the
act. That was done in The Bill of Rights and it has been done here, and that
resolved that argument at that time, although some p2ople avaa then ioubted the
ability of that particular step being taken in the Casadian Bill of Rights to
achiave that pucpose.

The other great complaint the critics took, and tha2re are all sorts of
deans of law, lawyers, bar associations, various prof2ssors and otmer "experts"
-- if some of them could have been called that. Some of them were and some of
then weren't, let's put it that way. But the other big complaint was that The
Canalian Bill of Rights iavaded the provincial field. And the reason they said
that was because -- and this has been referred to frequeatly in debate -- of the
referenze in the constitution to property and <civil cights as being the
exclusive jurisdiction of the provincial governments. And tharefore, they said,
if you're going to pass a bill relating to civil rignts, what real effect can it
have if you're passing a law which relates to the provincial jurisdiction?

All hon. nembers, of course, are quite aware that uniar our constitution
thecre is no senior and junior government, the provincial govarnments are just as
pr2-eminant in the fields specifically given to them as the federal jovernment
is in the fields specifically given to it, ani that the fedacal govecrnment by
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anything that it passes, has no right to vary anything undecr the various areas
-- proparty and civil rights being the one we're discussing -- but education,
the requlation of municipal governments, and local licencing, all of the things,
hijhways and so oa that are referred.to in the section that gives the rights
that are given to the provincial governments. And it's =23ually true just to
make the point, which I am sure is obvious, that the reverse applies; that the
provincial governments have no right to legislate in the area say of external
affairs, or in the formation of armies and navies, and wmatters that in the
constitution beloag to the federal government.

But the reason why I make that poiant is to illustrate aand t2> unierline the
clarity of the Canadian Constitution in regard to the fact that the provincial
governmants are not junior in any sense. They have equivalent rights in their
fields to the feleral government's rights in its fields. Anl of course, it's in
tha2 fieslls of overlap where spme problems occur. Typical fields of overlap
relate to areas lice agriculture, transportation, lanis and forests, and that
soct of thing, and you'll note that in some of tae areas I've mentioned there
ac2 no fejeral departments under some of the areas for which the province has -
responsibility. In the areas of overlap both gJovernam2ats tend to have
departmants, and in the areas that are exclusively feleral, 2f course, there are
no provincial departments of those kinds.

Tharefore, this was said to be the gravest defect in what is well known as
the Diefenbaker Bill of Rights of July, 1960 -- that it was not a strong bill.
It was not strong because it presumed to act in a field that was denied to the
falaral governmeat, property and cjvil rights. Mr. Diefenbaker dafenied that at
the time by saying we have large territories and we hawe many areas of federal
jurisdiction; we have all of the north which is not formed ia the form of a
provinc2 yet, and we have all of the areas where the felsral government has
exclusive rights over -- where they may make regulations anl pass laws that
relate to people's rights in those matters, then thosa matters could be
affected, and I am sure, are subject to, the federal Bill of Rights.

Those are the areas, and I know that no hon. member will think that the
Parliamant of Canada took the step they did without knowing the 1limitations of
The Canadian Bill of Rights. What they did do though, was harbour the hope that
th2 time would coae when another step along the way could be taken. What Mr.
Diefenbaker hoped for, was that the provinces would ajree thit the prianciples in
The Bill of Right were so acceptable to Canadians gea2rally, and s? iaportant to
be recocded on benalf of future generations of Canadians, that they should be in
the constitution. And he was willjng to go ahead and cause t> be made -- but he
ne2ied consent -- cause to be made, an amendment to The British North America
Act in order that The Bill of Rights would become enshrinel iam th2 Canadian
Constitution. At the same time it was his hope to bring about -- a word often
us2l is *repatriation'’ -- he used to say, the ‘'patriation' of the Canadian
Constitution because our constitution had never residad an Canada as it does not
now. It is aam Izperial Statute., But he would have settled for th2 eanshrinement
in TIhe British North America Act, evan without bringing the place vhere that
statuta resides hare to Canada. He would have been very happy to hive gained
th2 consent of the provinces, which consent didn't happen to be possible at that
tiom2, and have gone ahead and have had The Canadian Bill of Rights enshrined in
the constitution.

But there is a middle way, Mr. Speaker, and Nr. Chaicrman, that is not as
complet2 for all Canalians as enshrining it in the coastitution. That middle
way iLs open to any province that wishes to take that step. 4nd that is to enact
th2 sam2 bill, or a bill which is pn all major points the sane, so much the sanme
so> that nothing is lost in the tramslation of the changing fram on2 jurisdiction
to the other, and you have each bill then speaking on all fora2s with the other
in both fields. You can almost completely cover every mitter of legislative
jucisdiction of both the federal and provincial gJovernmeats by enacting a
provincial statuta. This is the important link, and as at this poiat, there is
only one province attempting to do this. When Bill No. 1 is passel, Alberta
will hava becone the firsSt province to take this stz2p of linking the rights of
Albartans to those rights of Canadians, and our people, being Canadiaans in
Alberta, will have the benefit of whatever was conferred by the faderal Bill of
Rights 12 years 130, plus whatever is conferred by this Bill >f Rigats, and will
be the only province to have that. And that will b2 a very complete
dozumentation of the rights of the people of this province.

I just wanted to reflect too, Mr. Chairman, on a little bit of the
criticism that was made on The Canadian Bill of Rights, prior to its coming out
-- for the reasons that I have given <- and at thne time >f its passage, and
immzdiately thereafter.
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On2 of the «criticisms was that =-- I mentioned it £or various reasoans,
mainly because it was in the provimcial field -- it couldn't ceadily be used for

arguing in courts because so maRy acts that relate to people in th2ir various
ways and walks of life are on the provincial statute books, and therefore the
ar2a was denied to the judge. When somebody quoted him The Bill of Rights, he
would say, "But I'm sorry, I'm dealing with a provincial piecz of legislatioa."
Little by 1little, though, at first the cases that came oit of the courts were
ouly maybe one a year -~ I don't kaow hovw many -- very, very few. I remember
on2 came out where it was argued ani lost down in the Maritimes, but it was a
bejinning. This was the early '60's when lawyers were tryinj to start to use
it, Then the case that was referred to in debate the other lay and happened to
be in the Territories; at last a case that related precisely and clearly to
feiz2ral Jjurisdictioa. The Bill of Rights was applied. The great principle in
the cights of native peoples in the North was established, ani it was
established for the sole reason that the federal Bill of Rigats was thare.

Although the criticism began to wane somewhat after that, and people could
se2 that the Bill of Rights passed by the Parliament of Canida was iandeed a
usaful tool in ths protection of the rights of individuals ia this couatry, even
though that was so, then we still have the side of it where the province enacts
the sane legislation, comes in and opens up the antire field., Twelve years
after the federal act was passed, you may look at how wmany =>ases thare were,
where people were really and truly helped. Twelve years, >t any othar figure,
after the passage of this bill, surely it will have been mnuch wmore useful to
citizens of Alberta and much more would have been accomplished for citizens im
Alberta than could ever have been hoped for under the imperfect, although
laudabla, arrang2ments made in the Canadian Bill of Rights as passed by the
Pacliament of Canada.

I wanted to take a quick look at the period of approximately one decade.
Is that really so long to wait for something worthwhile to hippen? Sometimes it
is too long, but 1i1f you take the whole scopa of tine, fron when our
parliamantary system and our system of justice, began =-- the course wa2're still
goiny =-- and y>u go back 700 years as the hon. Hember for Edmoanton Highlands
spoke of, and quite correctly -- aot in saying that the c¢ircumstances were at
all th2 same, but in describing the length and the compla2xity of the process
which has taken place and has beea successful in all the difficult years that
intacrveneld -- of course, anyone who thinks that process is at an end must be
mistaken. It is a process which is still going on and whea that process of
javalopaent towaril freedom does stop, then indeed, it will be a sad day for this
legislature and for Canadians. So we're talking about a praca2ss; something that
is still contiouing as it will continue in subsequent sessions of this House
when the 'notwithstanding!' clause is re-examined from time td> time, ldooked at,
th2 rigats of the citizens weighed carefully, judged here -- the only place they
caa really be julged -- by the hoa. members of this assembly and disposed of in
ons way or another; decisions in regard to tha2 rights of iandividuals,
consciously made and conscientiously made.

So the period of 10 to 12 years isn't really that impartant in the whole.
If one or two years after today, we haven't had that much all of a suiden swell
up, that improves the lot of Albertans -~ although I think it will happen more
quickly than it did under the Federal Act -- but evan if it doesa't happen
within ons or two years, give it 10, give it 20 and tcy to siy that is aot
importaat in the whole range of time, for the ones who come after us and will
live in this province. Of course it is of gre=at impd>rtance to subsequent
gensrations. They perhaps will be greater beneficiaries of this legislation
than we are, than we who are in this generation may and will be.

But, by not taking a step like this at this time, what is achieved? Of
course, all that happens if such a step as the passage of The Alberta Bill of
Bights 1is not taken, is that an ppportunity has been lost 1nd people who could
have besn helped in the years that follow, will not be helpei. ani, if that was
the case, it would be that they were not helpel as a dlirect result of the
fezling, not that the members didn't approve of what was beiay dome, but that
th2y dido't thiank it was necessary or useful to do it. Of course, I know that
wvhea this bill passes, it will pass with a unanimous vote. I know that and the
hon. m2mbers opposite who have spoken and questioned it, als> know that it will
pass with a unanimous vote. So there is no problem over that. But ian speaking
on this, 2f course the right to do so is there, and the right to try and improve
it, 1 far wmore important one to exercise, is also there. But, in speaking
against it, surely the point some of the hon. members have b2en tcyinj to make,
is that it really wasn't very important that we proce2d in this way, if I can
use th2 term "at this point in time". And I hope that by speaking here I can
show you how important each ppint in time is. We @nave to take the
rasponsibility for today. Those who had the responsibility in 1215 carried out
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th2ir duties; we expect our descendants to carry out theirs, and we kndw that we
will carry out ours.

MR. WILSON:

Mr. Chairman, to the hon. #Mjnister of Health and Social Development, when
you mentioned that we should link the rights of Albertans to the rights of
Canadians, would you suggest then that there may be a need oc even oppoctunities
for a3 bill which would link the rights of, say, Calgarianms to the rights of
Albertans? Do you see municipal bills of rights coming in tas future?

MB. CRAWFORD:

Mr. Chairman, the hon. member has raised the very interesting guestion of
the ctole of the municipal government. But I think it is disposed of on this
grouni. The Constitution of Canada does not refer to municipal governments, it
refars 20ly to the government of Canada, and the governmeats of th2 various
provinces. Thosa are the oanly governments ther2 are in the view of the
Constitution.

The one that was given the pre-eminent right ia this bill was the
governmant of the province. By saying what I d4id, that the cights of Canadians
who live in Alberta will be bujlt up through this limkinjy process to a point
that didn’t exist before, is just saying that the fedazral government was only
abla to occupy a small corner of the field of civil rights when they enacted
their act, good as it is, put that we can now occupy the balaace of the field.
That will be »>n behalf, of course, of all Albertans. The point raised by the
hon. mezber is not one that, legally or constitutionally speaking, is of
inportanca at the present time.

MB. LOUSHEED:

Mr. Chairmin, I might just add to that answer to the hon. member. 1I'm not
sure -- parhaps you weren't fully clear -- but the amendment that is before the
House as part of this bill, Section 3(2), is an amenda2at that is intended
clsarly to show that the Alberta Bill of Rights applizs at th2 municipal level,
In othar words, what we are doing here, if we pass this bill, is. that all
municipal by-laws are going to be subject to the Alberta Bill of Rights. We
have consulted with them and have no adverse reaction to that. Even though we
caa't specifically ansver the question that you raised to the hoan. minister, I
think that the ambit of The Alberta Bill of Rights 12es cover municipal
governmants.

HR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I wvanted to ask one question, but I'll just make a genmeral
renark or two that follows from the remarks of the Minister of Health. I
certainly share his views that there is no concern whatever; for 20 years now,
thar2 has never b2en a challenge of legislation under the act. I think we are
all 1looking for the proper preventative medicine, if you want to put it that
way. Jae could effectively argue that there has been no cause for concern. To
argu2 that the bill is of no use is like saying I bought a life insurance policy
10 years ago and I'm still alive today, therefore I didn't anzed it. I don't
think there is any question about that.

I 3> think though, Mr. Chairman, in view of the exchang2 which takes place
back and forth across the floor in the matter, that it is reslavant to point out
that in the exchange of views of members of the legislaturz, it is sigaificant
to> me that in most of the exchange it is members of the legal profession seated
opposita who are primarily expressing opinions on it. I thiak it's safe to say
that the legal profession, because of their responsibilities and pr2dccupation
with law, probably are more concernei about matters which nany lay people take
for granted. Certainly that isan't to say, however, that thers is any
sugjyestion, and any comments, that the act 1isn't a 12sirable one and it
shoulin't be passed. But I think one should bear in mind 1in the exchange of
vi2ws =-- so we don't get off track in this thimg -- that th2re is a difference
in perspective and standpoint. I think wmyself, as a layman, [ take miany things
for granted under law that the Premier may not and the Mianister of Health may
not, largely because I'm not that knowledgable in the law.

I would lice to ask a question that is really not related to those remarks
but is a matter of definition. I gather that the question of security has conme
up previdusly ian the discussion -- the Member for Drumheller brought it up -=-
anl the Premier said that it's not the intention of the bill to deal with the
question of financial security. I'm not quarreling with th2 point, but when I
read the bill, clause (a) which says, *security of the persoa,’ tha2n I presume



Alternate page number, consecutive for the 17th Legislature, 1st Session:
page 4728

73-62 ALBERTA HANSARD November 10th 1972

that security is meant from the standpoint of security of protection from
danger. I look at the dictionary and read the definitions ia there ... As I
say, on2 of the first definitions of security is a *freedom from dangar, quality
of state of being secure."™ I think that's the sense that the word is wused in.
But I also 1look at the question, down further it says, ‘freedom from fear or
anxiesty'. There is no question that a lot of people have a lot of anxiety about
financial affaics. I don't meantion the matter in jest, one hears so much
nowidays from all political parties about financial security. The average
person of the country takes the matter of legal security almost for gramted. I
am really wondering whether, for the question of the defjinition, the mpanner in
wvhich the word ‘*security' is used -- since the Premier has indicated he will
examine one or two other matters over the weekend =-- thec2 is any way of
clarifying the fact that one is referring to 'security® or ‘freedom from danger*
in the intent in which the word security is used.

As I read 1it, I'm not really too sure that we coulda't effectively argue
that th2 term fimancial security could apply to the act and while it would be
interesting to belabour the government from the stanipoiat >f pactison politics
on the issue, I could think of some very shocking developmeats that could take
place under the act should that interpretation of fimancial security apply to
th2 word as it is now in the act.

According to> the dictionary definition, I suggest maybe the definition is
broad enough that it could be argued that it is a questien of ...

MR. LOUSHEED:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all with regard t> the first comment
maie by the hon. member; I hope it is clear, and I'®m sure it is, that members of
thza House all feel on both sides that they have participated im this bill.
Having read over just the other day the debate on the Second Reading, in which
Mcr. Parran, Dr. Paproski, Mr. Schmid and many others, %cr. Yurko today, and
certaianly Mr. King -~ who may be becoming a locker rodm lawyer =-- all
pacrticipated, I think there is a general feeling of the importance of the bili
by all people regardless of their particular .occupation or other background.
Th2 point that the hon. member raises does show I think, th2 difficulty with a
bill of this nature. For example, he makes me shudder; 1f the <courts should
interpret it that way then somebody could press a case for 31 guaranteed annual
inzome against the province of Alberta and its governmeant. We would hive a very
interesting headache dealing with that one, if the courts s> interpceted. So,
ia hope that I don't have a further sleepless night, I will ask th2 Attorney
General if he has the same sort of reaction to the question.

MR. LEITICH: -

I am quite satisfied, Mr. Chairman, that in this kind of a documesat a court
woald not interpret the security of the person to mean fanancial security. In
fact, while we're talking about property another argument cdould be made on the
next words which are; "enjoyment of property" because in the same line of
reasoaing, that mnight 1lead you to gquestions of how much propecty you are
entitled to enjoy and a division of it among the citizens of the province. You
cin say it is discrimination because someone has mores propecty thin I do. I am
satisfied that in this kind of legislatioan the courts would anat take such a word
whizh 1is capable of several meanings and apply that large meaning that the hon.
memnb2r gives to it. I am satisfied that they would not give that large a
meaning to the word when there is nothing else in th2 bill t> indicate that that
is the word's meaning. They would give it a financial meaniny if it appeared
parhaps in some legislation such as securities legislation or where the
lagislatioa specifically was dealing with the movement or amdunt of a1 person's
finances.

MR. AENDERSON:

In other words, Mr. Chalrman, the Attorney General is saying in light of
the context in which the word is used, that from a gzneral standpoint of legal
precadeace, it wouldn't be construed as a matter of fimanciil security, in that
th2 clause specifically relates to individual liberty, enjoyaent of property,
anl security of person.

MR. LEITCH:

That is accurate, Mr. Chairman. In all these cases, the court lioks at the
context in which the word is used to determine its m2aning.
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MR. KOZIAK:

I would just like to get back for a moment to the train of thought that was
being daveloped by the hon. Minister of Health ani Social Desvslopament. I too,
am convinced of the extreme importance of this bill, and oot so much from the
point of view of what has happened since 1215, or since 1960 in th2 Canadian
Bill of Rights, but from the point of view of what will happ2a in the future. I
thiok that the layman does feel, to a large extent, that beciuse he has enjoyed
certain rights, he will continue to enjoy these rights anl nobody ceally need
take care of them in this respect. But when I consider the i2velopments of the
arjusents in the Report on Educational Planning, "A Choic2 >f Futures", then I
can r=2ally see this bill in its proper perspective and in tarms of what the
needs of the <:citizens will be in the future. When you look at such sozial
focecasts as the growing need for governmental reqgulation inm interpecsonal and
intergroup relations, you can see that government is going to be getting a lot
closer to where the people are, and a lot closer to those ar=21s where cights can
be ioterfered with. The report states, and I am quoting her2 on page 4 (and it
is dealing with, more or less, the reduction of the influenc2 of celigion on a
pecson's life and on the way he controls himself) and it Jo2s on to state that
in that view, "This likelihood when added to the growing conplexity of modecn
life, will rejuire government to play a more regulatory rale in intarpersonal
and intergroup ra2lations. Correspondingly, the responsibilities Jf elected
authorities and limitations on personal freedom are a2xpect2i to incrzase as the
government mediation role is expanded.”

Now that, Mr. Chairman, is extremely important, becaus2 as we 3> into the
yeacs aad decades ahead, and presuming that the forecast is corcect, this
goveranm2nt and the municipal governments are going to be marc2 and more involved
vith th2 rights of individuals. When they are going to be interferingy with such
rights, they are going to have to hearksn back each time to this Bill >f Rights
anl say "Now, ar2 we interfering with those rights that wer2 2nshrinei in Bill
No. 12" Ani, to wmy mind, Mr. Chairman, it will be perhaps in 20 or 30 years
that we can look in retrospect, as we now look on previous l2jyislation, and say
"Now that was an extremely important piece of legislation passed by thae
legislature of the Province of aAlberta in 1972."

MB. BENJIT:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There are so many things that I want to say that
I have to restrain myself and limit my comments to one point that I want to
discuss with regard to what the Minister of the Environmeat sail on the matter
of thes2 rights presently existing and not given by any one ani probably
th2refore not being able to be taken away by any one. I se22 two realitions of
this phrase when he says; "declare it that in Alberta there 2xist", ndot "exists"
but "exist" -- as if in the future without discrimination 1ad s> and so and so
anl so. It's a matter of interpretation.

So far as the rights existing, -- it is my personal opiaion without wanting
to be argumentive -- nothing can exist without having been 3Jiven by someone!
Now someosne gives, and if someone gives to someone else thzy can also clearly
take away. When it comes to matters of this sort, some goveraments :give, and
som2 do take awiy. More than 25 years ago when a pra2vious jovernment attempted
to spell out an Alberta Bill of Rights -- which it was callel -- the courts of
the land declared it to be ultra vires. That proposed bill spelt out these
things that we have here today and more. But another court o°f the land said -
"You can't do that," and therefore there are certain restraiats. Soaedne gives
rijats and ao goveranment can take them away. I respectfully state that because
I believe that is part of what we should have involved in ths bill. Someone has
givean us those rights in the past, rights that ano government c-an take away. But
certainly governments can curtail the freedom to express thosz rights by the
laws that they enact. That is the thing that we do want to gJguard against.
Hop2fully this bill will do just that very thing. But th2 rights ioa't exist
without having bsen given. That is why I think 1t L5 so important to
ackanowladje the source of these rights in the first pact of the bill; to
engeniar on the part of those who would attempt to take way those rights or
attempt to curtail the freedom to express them, a respect for the source of
those rights.

Finally, M4r. <Chairman, just this one other thought. We constantly express
that this will be the first bill of its kind; I can't altogetaer agree. It is
not reilly the first of its kind, just the first in this exact exprassion. So
many times this has come up before and has come out -- as I tried to point out
in the second reiding of the bill --
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MBR. YURKO:

The only remark I will make-is that my argument is bas2d on the fact that
governm2nt didn't give tnese rights. I started with the statzment that the hon.
fiember for Drumheller wmade and I don't want to put any interpretation on his
statemant; he can do that himself. The statement was made that goverament gives
anl government takes away. I didn't want to deal with the part associated with
goveraom2nt takinjy away. I just wanted to deal with that aspect of racogniziag
that the rights are inherent in our humanity; they exist aanl government doesn't
give tham to us.

Secondly, the one thing I wanted to recognize was that we have progressed
anl =2volved to a point where, in fact, we now recognize and stand up before all
th2 people of the world and say, "These things exist." That's the point I
wanted to make.

MR. DRALN:

Mr. <Chairman, I was talking to Dean Bowker about Bill No. 1, The Alberta
Bill of Rights last night and the consensus of our coaclusion was that there was
very little to argue about. I therefore have to give high aarks to the members
of the legislature for their ability to discuss this at such jreat length.

I think and I have been impressed with the discussion and I have come
aroual from, I would say a rather negative viewpoint on The Alberta Bill of
Rights because <Lrankly as a layman I vondered what it was all about, what was
all this big how-do-you-do. But after listening to the points male by the
Minister of Health and Social Development, which wers the points that I set out
t> talk about prior to his obtaining the floor, it is clearly within the purview
of the province that this legislation should be passed. Clearly it amplifies
ani sets out the rights of the Canadian Bill of Rights. Clz2arly it enshrines
that in the Alberta legislation and clearly it does fill a n224.

Thar2 is only one particular section that I have evea iny cause for concern
for, ani that is section (f), "freedom of the press", and I wis just wondering
Mr. Pramier, if you would give consideration to changing the word 'press' to
'communication® in order to get in tune with the 20th centucry and the years that
lie aheal. Having regard for the fact that there are three media of
comaunication ani they are all equally significant, and I refer you now to
cadio, television, and, of course, the press itself, I would think rightly that
this should be given some comsideration.

MB. LOUGHEED:

Mr. Chairman, with regard to this suggestion made by th2 hon. meaber, I was
a little concerned when he suggested that we make that change, keeping in mind
the story of interpretation relative to expression that the Attorney S=neral was
telling us about the other day, but I am pleased that he has lefined it as not
inzlading that sort of communication. Our problz2m is strictly a juestion of
intacpratation. Now that is the wording within the Tanadian Bill *Freedom of
the Press'. - There are, I believe, and the Attorney G2neral c»uld add to this, a
numbar of decisions with regard to the phrase 'press', judicial dacisions that
do give us some halp in making an interpretation. I have n> doubt that a court
is going to interpret that word in relationship to the time span that the hon.
menber refers to.

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Chairman, I have two quick points that I'd like the Premier to give
som2 thought to over the weekend. They were brought to wmy attention by the
Human Rights Association. The first is whether or not we shdoulda't aid <- this
I believe was discussed during second reading =-- whether we shoulda't add
political belief in our section No. l. I suggest that thare's at least some
evidenc2 of discrimination oa the basis of one's politics in the proviance, and
vh2n we talk about enshrining freedoms that most people normally take for
grantad, I think that the majority of our citizenry take for jranted that there
is political freedom in Alberta, as in most cases there is. But I believe that
vhen we talk about codifying those things which we really do value, I subnit
that enshrining political belief in The Bill of Rights is worth noting.

Th2 second point arises from a matter I raised last spring in the question
pecriod, when I asked about the Ku Klux Klan, which as you know wvas registered
uniacr th2 provisions of The Societies Act. There was some diszussion in the
prass over this, and some general discussion over whether >r adot the group
should be peraitt2d to exist. There's clearly no doubt, Mr. Chairmaa, that such
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a group should bes permitted to exist as an association. I don't think you can
argae that a group that holds unpopular views shoulin't be permitted to exist,
but on the other hand it seems to me there's a distinction batween that sort of
existence on one hand and being certified or registered undar a provincial act.
It seems to> me that registration under the company's branch or under The
Societi=s Act should be based on that group coming within the bounis of this
bill. It seems to me that if any group can't meet the test of The Bill of
Rights, then it should not properly be registered, and I'm wondering whether or
not the government has given any consideration in Bill No. 1 since it deals with
celationship of .government versus the citizen, whether you have given any
consideration to a section which would simply state that for any r2gistration
unler provincial laws, that the test of that rsgistration must be neeting The
Bill of Rights.

. As I say, I think it would be a serious mistaks for us to go oa the witch
huats of the past and say to organizations which wmight have very unpopular
projrams aand very unpopular objectives, no, you can't exist. So I think that in
itself is in conflict with what we should achieve in a free s>ciety. But -- and
I underline this -- there surely is a difference batween allowing an
organization to exist on its own, .and giving them the banefit of whatever
legislation does in the form of registration under provincial legislation. So,
I am asking the government whether or not they have specifically considered that
poiat, and if they haven't, whether or not they might do s> sver the Wweekend so
w2 cin perhaps consider it when We continue debate next week,

¥R. LOUSHEED:

Wr. Chairman, it is a matter that has beenm very carefully considered. On
the othar hand, to respond to it now, I think we simply don't have th2 time to
do so. Parhaps we can hold it over and also give sone further coasiisration to
it since the hon. member has raised it, and, in particular, iiscuss the specific
alternate suggestions.

So, I tanink we <conclude, Mr. Chairman, with three items. We have the
suggasted amendment by the hon. Member for Hacleod; we have the Juestion with
regacrd to> age, suggested by the hon. Member for Wetaskiwin-Leducz; and we have
the last item raised by the hon. Member for Spirit River-FPairview.

MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee rise and report progress and beg
leave to sit again.

[Th2 motion was carried without .debate.]
[Mc. Chairman left the Chair at 4.28 p.m.]
% & B & & & x & & & & & & & & & x & & & & & & & & &
[#c. Speaker resumed the Chair.]
MR. DIACHUK:
Mc. Speaker, the Comnmittee of the Whole Assembly has had under
coasiieration the following bill, Bill No. 1, begs to report progress and asks
leave to sit agaian.

MB. SPEAKER:

Having heard the report and the reguest for leave to sit again, do you all
agree?

HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.
4R. HYNDMAN:

Mc. Speaker, I'd like to ask leave of the House to revart to Iatroduction
of bills so the hon. Hinister of Mines and Minerals may introiuce Bill No. 124.

MR. SPEAKER:

May the hon. Government House Leader have the leave requasted?
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HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.
INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

Bill _No. 124:, The_Mineral Taxation_Amendment Act, 1972

MR. DICKIE:

Mc. Speaker, I beg leave to introduce a bill being T'he Mineral Taxation
Act, 1972. The amendments in this bill essentially cover th2 Energy Resources
Consarvation Board doing the assessment for crude oil. It also zovers the
procedure and appeals by the boarda

MR. SPEAKER:

The2 hon. Minister of Mines and Minerals begs leave t> introduce Bill No.
124, being The Mineral Taxation Amendment Act, 1972. Do you 1ll agree?

[L2ave being granted, Bill No. 124 was introduced amd r2ad a first time.]
HR. HYNDMAN:

4r. Speaker, concerning the availability of this bill, iasofar as the House
will be rising within seconds, copies of the bill, Bill No. 124 just iatroduced,
will be availables at the counter in the Clerk's office iamediitely following the
rising of the House.

I nove, 4r. Speaker =-- no, you move, Mr. Speaker.
HR. SPEAKER:

May I 3just take a moment? The errors appearing in th2 daily Jrder Paper
ara of considerable concern to the Clerk's office, ani it has besn rcecommended
to m2 that the daily Order Paper become standardized in format. In this way the
change from day to day of the business to come before the House would merely
consist of addition, removal, or change of heading for the items of business in
a standard format. At the present time, the system 1is overly complicated in
thit th2 daily Ocier Paper must be made up anew each day, after th2 assembly has
adjourned the day's business. This increases the opportunity for errar 200 or
300 per c2nt, in addition to which the work is often done late at night,

The <Clerk*s office has consulted with the Government aad Opposition House
Leaders and obtained agreement to compile the daily Order Papers in the same
orisar =2very day for the sittings next week on a trial basis to see whether the
anticipated benefits, in fact, materialize. Members will appreciate that this
stanlardization will, in no way, affect the manmer in which the business of the
Honse is currently called and dealt with, but will give excellent opportunity to
compare one day's Order Paper with that of the pravious Jay and t> see where
changes of business have occured.

Th2 House stands adjourned until Tuesday afternoon at 2:30 o*clock.

{The House rose at U4:33 p.n.]





