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LS: We're going to cover legislation of 1965 and 1966 in this session, and I'd
like to start with 1965, Chapter 2, the Alberta Resources Railway
Corporation, the Act that I guess formed that, put that together. I'm
interested in the provisions of it, why your Government felt it was

necessary, and what, if any, relationship there was to other railways like
the CNR, and what your expectations were for this particular corporation.

ECM: This particular Act established the Alberta Railways Corporation as a legal

entity so that it could enter into agreements and function as an agency

apart from the Government.

The background, briefly, was this. There had been for some years a lot of

interest in resource development in the north-west section of Alberta - not

the extreme north but south and west of Grande Prairie and that region in

there. It was an area that had a lot of resources, timber, particularly
coal (it was the site of what is now the Grande Cache coal operation) and
that particular region had no rail access to market. There were no rail
connections in that area at all, between Grande Prairie and the main line
of the Canadian National that goes west from Edmonton. After a lot of

discussions, we came to the conclusion that it would be beneficial to the

Province to have a rail link between Grande Prairie and the main line of

the Canadian National that could tap that whole region, both for lumber and
coal and minerals - any of the resources which were there, which were quite
extensive.

The matter that brought it to a decision was the question of developing the

raetallurgic coal in the Grande Cache region. The Japanese had expressed a

lot of interest in this for a long time, and they had been negotiating with
the Mclntyre Mines company for this coal. Much of that coal is among the

best metallurgic coal in the world in quality, it's excellent. And of
course the Japanese import all their metallurgic coal for their steel
industry.
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The mining company had discussed with us the whole area and the possibility
of developing that coal; and if it was developed, how it could be taken to

market, because it was miles from the main line of the railway which would

have to carry it to the Pacific Coast for transport to Japan. That was
probably the biggest single factor that emerged at that particular time, to

lead us to the decision to go ahead with the railway. It was not practical
to move the coal by truck. It meant putting in a road system and all that,

and it was not considered viable.

We then had discussions with the Canadian National Railway. The Mclntyre

people and the Japanese had of course had discussions with them because if
that coal was going to be developed it would have to be moved to the
Pacific Coast over the Canadian National. So we had discussions with them,
and this went on for a long time. When we finally made the decision to

link Grande Prairie and the Canadian National with a railway, we worked out

an arrangement with the Canadian National under which they would build the

railway and operate it; we would finance it; and we would set up a separate

corporation to own it and operate it. But the actual construction and the

physical operation of the trains was a deal that we worked out with the

Canadian National Railway.

That's the background of it. This particular Act was passed to create the

legal entity that was necessary to enter into an agreement with the
Canadian National.

I recall I had a series of meetings with the president of Canadian National
- at that time it was Donald Gordon - and then he and I had a joint meeting
with the Prime Minister, because the Canadian National being a Federal
Government controlled railway we kept them advised, although they were not

involved in it financially.

This Act was passed and the contract was entered into for the construction

of the line and its operation. When I say construction, if I recall

correctly, I don't think the Canadian National were actually involved in

the physical construction other than in close consultation about the
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physical requirements of the line. I think the Alberta Resources Railway
issued the contracts themselves for the actual construction. But when the

line was built the provision of the rolling stock - the cars, the

locomotives - the personnel, and the operation of it was under the
agreement with the Canadian National.

LS: What happened after it was built then? Did the CN take it over?

ECK: Oh no, it's still owned by the Province. The Alberta Resources Railway
Corporation is an arm of the Province. I don't know what the present

arrangement is, but when I was there the Chairman of the Corporation was

the Provincial Treasurer. It was financed by the Province.

LS: In terms of the role of government in that sort of thing, was that

consistent with what you saw government should be doing?

ECU: It was one of those situations where... we didn't want to go into the
railway business as a Government. That was the reason for this procedure.

While we financed the money to get the line built and had it done under

this Corporation, we had nothing to do and kept completely out of the

operation of it. We didn't feel the Government was competent to operate a

railway; we didn't want to go into the railway business.

I don't know any other way we could have gotten the line built, and we felt

that the advantage to the Province in having an outlet for resources in
that area was such that we should finance it and get it done. Again, I

don't know what the attitude of the Government is today. The attitude of
ray Government when I was there was that first of all we didn't want

anything to do with the operation because it was not our field, and

secondly, we would be prepared to sell it any time the private sector were

prepared to buy it. It wasn't a matter of wanting to be in the railway

business.

LS: But there was never any interest expressed by the private sector in being

i nvo Lved?
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ECM: Unfortunately, that railway has had a difficult time. It's never paid its
way. For one thing, the coal markets did not develop the way they were

initially anticipated, and then of course the terrible increase in
costs... The line lost money. I know the first few years it didn't even

generate enough revenue to pay the interest on the money. And there was a

lot of criticism. We were criticized for having built it because it was

not proving economic.

My answer to that was, and still is today, two things. One, it's a type of

thing where you can't measure its value to the Province just on the dollars

and cents generated by the railway - the revenue it generates. Its prime
purpose was to open a resource area. And you have to take the advantages

that accrue to the Province in giving that area access to rail, which is
not something that you can pin down to specific numbers of dollars and

cents. But after all, that was the main reason for building it. It was

not economic from a straight business standpoint - it didn't generate

enough revenue.

Secondly, my answer today to those who say, "It cost too much,"... And one

of the things that brought that criticism on was, the initial (preliminary)

estimates were away too low. (I guess we made a mistake in even releasing

them. They were preliminary estimates, and we knew it, and the Canadian
National who had done a lot of the work for us in estimating - we talked to

them because of their experience in building railways.) The railway
overran that estimate three or four times over. We made the mistake,
probably, in even talking about figures until the survey work had been done

and the contracts let. I think the railway ended up costing around $2OO

million, or maybe a little less than that. But ray answer to those who

criticize that is, had that been delayed (the line ultimately would have

had to be built if Alberta was going to be developed), if you were building
that line today you wouldn't build it for $6OO million. So I think, in

hindsight, it's very very fortunate it was built when it was, even though

it was not economic as an operating entity at that time.
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LS : And it might be that coal becomes a more prominent resource over a period

of t ime ....

ECM: Well, of course, that was one of the interesting things that happened. In

those days, coal was running around maybe $l7 or $lB a ton. That coal

today is up around $75 a ton, so you can see what's happened to the value

of the resource, to say nothing about that vast timber area up to the north
of Grande Cache.

LS: Just to take it back to a specific example. Did your Government have other

kinds of projects like this where you went in with co-financing,
co-building, co-development in this period of time?

ECM: This was certainly the major one. We never touched anything else of this
magnitude. And as I say, this arose out of a strong, aggressive program of

resource development. It would never have been built except that we felt

it was essential to the resource development of that region. I can't
recall other cases. Certainly there wasn't any other case of that

magnitude in the years we were there.

Before we leave that, I might mention this one thing. I have said this
publicly before, and it may be of some historical significance. In the

discussions between Canadian National and the Province, and our discussions
with the mining people, we got to a situation that I used to describe as

the "chicken and egg" situation. The Japanese said, "We can't enter into
contracts for this coal until you can assure us that there's access to

market," in other words, until the railway has been built. On the other

hand, the mining company would say to the Japanese, "We can't get a railway
built until we have a firm contract that you're going to buy the coal." So
it went round and round in circles. The Japanese said, "We'll give you a

firm contract when you can prove you have a railway," and the company said,
"We can get the railway when you give us a firm contract." And they were
getting nowhere. It was to break that impasse that we moved.
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LS: The next piece of legislation that I'd like to look at in 1965 is one on

Housing and Urban Renewal, Chapter 38. What were the provisions of that

particular Act?

ECM: Mainly this Act empowered the municipalities to enter into agreements with
the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation of Canada for public housing
and also for urban renewal. Those were the two main sectors covered by the

legislation.

LS: Is this the start of housing projects in Alberta?

ECM: I think this was the first major project of any size. I remember we did
have some legislation long before this providing for cooperative housing
associations - where a group of people would get together and form a little
cooperative, sort of like an application of the credit union principle to

the field of financing housing for their own members. That was quite a

long time before this, but that was a small thing that only affected those

people who went into these little housing cooperatives.

LS: What were some of the provisions of this particular Act?

ECM: Well, under the agreements that they could enter into for housing, the

Province would bear up to 25% of the cost. The municipalities were

authorized to issue debentures for their share, and the money was advanced

by the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. In urban renewal, the

same principle applied, except that the Province's share was 3/5 of the

cost in urban renewal programs. That was the nature of the financing of

it.

It was not used to a great extent. It was primarily enabling legislation
because the need for some stimulus for public housing, and provision of

public housing, was becoming obvious.
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LS: I'd like to spend some time now talking about some of the other issues or

comments that come out of the press and other sources in 1965. One of them
is Fort McMurray. Fort McMurray at this time was well on its way to

becoming a boom town, and there was some criticism of your Government at

this point in time that Cabinet Ministers were involved in certain

development projects in Fort McMurray. I don't have any specific
accusations, but there is that kind of thing that comes out of the press at

this period of time. Do you recall anything about that?

ECM: No, I've no recollection at all of criticism of Cabinet Ministers in
connection with Fort McMurray development.

LS: Any land development deals?

ECM: Not that I recall. The press was always good at inventing those things,
and it may have been charged, but it was never a question that I had to

deal with - that developed to the place where it amounted to anything.

LS: From my research there was no specific accusation.

ECM: Well, of course, that's typical of the media!

LS: At this time you suggest and I guess actually establish an Inter-provincial
Coordinating Council in terms of the Prairie Provinces. What was the

purpose of that?

ECM: The three Prairie Provinces (Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta) had a lot

of things in common - a lot of problems in common - movement of grain,

agricultural issues, things which were peculiar to the Prairie Provinces,
many of them having to do with freight rates and things of that kind
because that region was the apex of the freight structure. That controversy

had gone on for year. We (the Premiers) had found in our

Federal-Provincial conference meetings and in the national Premiers'
Conference which was an organization of all the Premiers, that we did have
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a lot of problems in common. And in conversation among ourselves, the idea

emerged (l don't know who actually originated it) that perhaps it would be

valuable if the three of us formed a little regional conference consisting
of the three Premiers and whatever Ministers they wanted to involve. We'd
meet maybe once or twice a year - it wasn't any big deal at all.

Primarily the meetings were occasions where we simply sat around together

and discussed the major problems that we were encountering in our
respective jurisdictions. I guess one of the most valuable things that

came out of it, that I can put a finger on, was, if a problem had arisen in
Manitoba and now had arisen in Alberta (maybe something in administration,

maybe not a big thing but just some problem), it was always helpful to say,

"How did you deal with this?" "Well, we did so-and-so." "Did that work?"
"Well, it worked except for this: if we were doing it again we would do

this differently." That type of thing did prove very valuable, because

you're encountering these kinds of administrative problems every day in

government and if you know others have faced the same or similar problems

and you know what they tried worked or didn't work, if it didn't work, why

didn't it work? How could it have been done differently so it would have

worked? This was the type of stuff we discussed.

It was no big deal, dealing with great big major issues. We each had our

own position on those things - sometimes they were close together,

sometimes they weren't. It was more that mutual sharing of experience and

positions that was mutually advantageous.

LS: That raises the whole thing of being in a position like yourself - head of

a Government - and senior management often talks about that as well - in

terms of the sense of isolation and who do you use as sounding boards for

those kinds of issues. Traditionally though, the three Prairie Provinces
in this country haven't really worked well together, have they, in your

opinion?

ECM: Well, I don't think I'd go quite that far. They've had different positions
on different things and of course they have been divided politically a lot
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of the time. The NDP Government in Saskatchewan, for example, had a

philosophy which was fundamentally different to ours. The Government in
Manitoba was a Conservative Government, that was a different philosophy
again. So there were those fundamental differences, but certainly in this
little structure of the three Premiers - and this involved changes. Mr.
Thatcher was actively involved in that, in fact I think this was formed
about the time he came in. He was Liberal; Duff Roblin in Manitoba was

Conservative. We had different political philosophies, but we worked and
got along well together.

LS: Just one final observation on that is that in fact the Prairie Provinces
have chosen quite often to take quite different paths.

ECM: Yes, they have, although I guess those are emphasized more than the ones

they shared. I mentioned earlier the freight rate hearings. Our senior
counsel who handled that work for us in Ottawa for years (Mr. Frawley) in

many of the submissions to the Transport Commission and the Royal

Commission inquiries, the three Prairie Provinces combined in joint

commissions - there were those things where our interests were sufficiently
mutual that we could combine. Those do not get the attention of the ones
where you fight each other, but that type of thing did happen often.

LS: In February and March, early 1965, the Edmonton Mayor, Bill Hawrelak, was

declared disqualified from office for violating the City Act. I'm
interested in a couple of things there. The role of the Provincial

Government, if any, in terms of that kind of situation, and the role

particularly of the Attorney General's office, and your observations about
how this comes to pass by a public person, duly, elected, etc.

ECM: Well, the Provincial Government had no direct involvement in the Hawrelak

case. Mr. Hawrelak was accused by members of the public and I think some

of the Council of having been in conflict of interest in land dealings that

he had had. He was taken to Court on that provision of the Municipal Act
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under which you can disqualify a person from office if they're found by the
Court to be in conflict of interest.

This was quite a contentious issue at the time. Mr. Hawrelak was quite a

colourful and in many respects a popular Mayor. He had a lot of very

ardent supporters who were very vocal, and they stayed by him. He had many

enemies who were just as vehement the other way. There were some

accusations that some of his dealings went beyond just a matter of ethics
and maybe there was something illegal about them, and there were, I guess,

some representations to the Attorney General's Department along that line,
which they would have to investigate. But we didn't find any foundation in

fact in those things at all, and they were not an issue in the Court case.

The Court case was a straight question of whether or not he was in conflict
of interest.

This is quite a long time back, but as I recall, I think that was handled

by the appointment of a Supreme Court judge to hear this thing; it wasn't a

Court case in the ordinary sense. It was a hearing before a judge; and of
course the judgment was very much against Mr. Hawrelak, it was very
critical of him. And he had to resign.

LS: What is your observation of a politician finding himself or herself in that

s ituat ion?

ECM: Well, all of that stuff falls into two areas. One, which is not so

difficult to deal with, is areas where there are straight legal provisions,
where a thing is right or wrong legally. That area doesn't present much

problem, because usually it's pretty clear what you can and can't do.

People in public life are aware of it, the same as business people or

anybody else. Where the problems usually arise is in the realm of ethics,

which is not something which is defined in statutes other than in very

vague terms, as a rule. And unfortunately, different people have different

concepts of what are appropriate ethics. I think this is where most of

those problems arise.
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In Mr. Hawrelak's case - this is just an observation, I have no substance

particularly for it - from my acquaintance with Mr. Hawrelak, I really
don't think that he thought he'd done anything unethical or wrong. Which

simply indicates that he had a standard of ethics which was not the

standard that the judge had, or the people generally had. You see these

unfortunate cases where people have a warped sense of what propriety
requires. They go barging ahead and do something, usually because they're
motivated by some self-interest or chance for gain, and of course they get

into trouble.

There are two answers to that type of thing, it seems to me. One, I do

think, in fairness to elected officials (especially in these days when the

public is so super-critical and the media is always looking for a chance to

assassinate somebody's character), it would be desirable to have spelled
out codes of ethics in much more specific language than has been the case

in the past. I'll admit, I have never been very sympathetic to that kind
of legislation because I frankly don't believe you can spell anything out

which, if somebody deliberately wants to get around it, they won't find a

way around. In other words, it's not a guarantee. The people that think
they're being protected by these codes of ethics in law and conflict of
interest bills are just fooling themselves. Any smart individual can get

around any of those things if they deliberately set out to get around
them. But it has the one big advantage that people who don't want to do

something that's wrong but whose code of ethics may not be the same as
others, they then know, "This is the standard that's going to be used in
judging anything I do." So that's one thing that could be done.

What I think is the only real answer to it... these things come back to the

character and integrity of the individual himself. The position of people,

especially in public life, has to be like Caesar's wife - it's not only to

be pure but to be observed to be pure. And there are all kinds of things

that you stumble across all the time when you're trying to administer a

province or a municipality, that you could do, and could put a perfectly

valid argument there's no reason why you shouldn't do it, but you don't do
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it because somebody is going to assume that there was some other reason for

doing it, or something of this kind.

The only thing you can do is stay completely away from that type of thing

entirely. You err on the side of not doing what you are probably justified
in doing and had a legal and maybe some other right to do, but you don't do

it because it's going to be misinterpreted and create problems.

LS: I'm interested in your suggestion that maybe in these days we might require
some such statement of code of ethics. As you've stated before, generally

that's no guarantee. Why do you feel in this particular area that it might
be necessary? Is it something about the times?

ECM: Yes, it's the times. People today are far more critical. I'm sorry that

this is the case, but ray own very firm conviction is that a very large

number of people today are always looking for the worst in everybody else

They don't spend much time talking about the virtues of other people, but

they can sure tell you what's wrong with just about any name that you

mention when you're in conversation. That's become a trend, a

characteristic. It's part of the deterioration of morality. It's so

pronounced today.

You see it in other fields, for example in the medical field, in this
business of malpractice suits. It's got to the place now where a doctor

driving along the road who sees somebody smashed up in the ditch is almost
scared to get out of his car and help them, because somebody'll sue him for

something. People are looking for something to be vicious towards others.

There's no area where that becomes more prevalent than in the field of

public life, because people in public office have always been considered
fair game for criticism. And when you get that viciousness attached to it,
they're very vulnerable. Where society loses so much by this - I think

I've said this before - there are literally scores of good men and women

today who could make a tremendous contribution to public life, but they

will not go into public life primarily for this very thing you're talking
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about. They know, no matter how conscientious they are, how hard they try,

somebody's going to accuse them of being crooked, or malign them for

something, and they just won't expose their families to it.

That's why I say while I don't regard it as any realistic solution, if you

do have codes of ethics it is known publicly that if people are critcized,

this is the particular code by which they're going to be judged, at least

they have some protection, which they don't have when there's no specific
code.

LS: What about the other side of the coin - somebody who is in public office,

Mr. Manning. Is there something different about today compared to years

past where that person himself or herself may not understand what the

guidelines are, I mean may not have personal guidelines?

ECM: Oh, yes, this works both ways. It's not a one-way street. The morality of

people in public life, as in everything else today, is far far lower than

it was 25 years ago. Today the so-called "new morality" has destroyed the

standards of integrity which were fairly common. There were always crooked

people, of course, but there was a general accepted standard of ethics, of
morality. But once they started teaching the kids that there was no such

thing, that you made your own standards, everybody set his own rules - the

politician says, "Fine, I'll set mine too, and this is mine!"

LS: And that's even among people who want to do public service

ECM: Oh, yes.

LS: I'd like to move on. Another interesting issue, or at least something that

got a lot of press coverage and a lot of discussion in certain parts of the

community was the whole issue of publications that came under the

University of Alberta called Common Sense and Edge. Some of the people

involved with those were people like Robin Matthews and Colwin Williamson
and others. I'm interested in your reaction and your opinion about what
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that was all about. Why was it so virulent? Why was it such a

high-profile thing? Even if you weren't on campus, you knew about it in
the city. What was that all about?

RCM: Well, I guess the fellows that promoted it are the only ones that could

tell you that. As I recall it, there was a group of fellows including
these names you've mentioned, that for some reason were vitriolic in their
opposition to the Government. I honestly don't know why. We never had any

direct confrontations with them, to my knowledge, that caused them to feel
that way. We finally were drawn into the act when they started doing

certain things that led to serious public reactions.

These publications you speak of - I can recall the representations that

were made to us in the Government. I guess you could say those

publications had two characteristics. One was to blast the Government and

malign the individual members of the Government by every conceivable
extreme term imaginable. The second was, these publications on the whole

were just moral cesspools. They were just filthy publications - it's all

you could say about them.

The representations made to us were on the latter line. People don't as a

rule come to a government and say, "We don't like this publication because

they're attacking members of the Government." You don't expect that kind
of response. But I know we did have a lot of representations, particularly
from parents, and from some students even, who felt this filth was not
something they should be subjected to. And to have it promoted by people

who were supposed to be instructors to whom young people are supposed to

look up, angered a lot of people. We did intervene on that ground.

Of course, they held that it was because they were criticizing the

Government, and of course there was no way that you could answer that. Any
criticism, that would be their explanation. But our concern in it, and

what really brought us into it, was the filthy nature of the publications
to have promoted in an institution that was being paid for by the
taxpayers.
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LS: What was the nature of your intervention?

ECM: It's pretty vague in my mind. I know we had discussions with the

University management on permitting this stuff to be published. I think
that was the main thing. We just couldn't tolerate that kind of filth

being published at an institution that was paid for by the taxpayers'
money. If these fellows wanted to go off and do it on their own, that was

their business, but they couldn't do it on campus with a public

institution.

LS: And in fact, did that come to pass? Do you recall?

ECM: I think those fellows ultimately pretty well disappeared. Of course, they
were wierd characters, to say the least.

LS: Was there any consideration at this time of actually banning publication?
Would that have been within your realm?

ECM: I d on't know whether we could have done it. Because the publications were

on the University campus, we felt that the University administration
primarily was the one that had to deal with that. We didn't want to make
it a provincial ban of something because it was a local thing in this one

particular group on one particular campus.

LS: Did you ever have occasion to speak with these people directly or debate
with them?

ECM: I don't ever recall speaking to them directly, that is, on a one-to-one

basis. I recall being invited by the students to be on a panel, I think it
was, at the University one time. One or two of these characters were in

the audience, and of course they took the occasion to throw out a bunch of

vicious, slanderous attacks at the Government and at myself particularly.

Fortunately, I happened to have with me a manuscript of a talk that one of

them had given at a public meeting a short time before which was a
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vitriolic thing - that I ought to be hung, shot and quartered and so on,
and a lot of other things.

It happened that the basis on which they were criticizing the government

and defending the stuff they were doing was this absolute freedom of

democracy. So I remember reading a few paragraphs out of this guy's
vitriolic speech and saying to the students, "Now, is that your concept of
democracy?" What he was advocating should be done to me went so far beyond
anything we'd ever suggested should be done to them that there was no

comparison. I remember the kids got quite a kick out of it - they hooted

and hollered, and he was quite disconcerted about it. It was quite an

interesting occasion.

LS: Early in 1965, the Journal was running a column called "Under the Dome" and

somewhere at this time Peter Lougheed announced his candidacy for the PC

leadership. I want to read you a quote out of this particular article.
"Peter Lougheed was an interesting and interested visitor in the Members'
Gallery this week. The would-be head of the Alberta Conservative Party sat

through one of the duller sessions. Premier Manning saw the young Calgary

lawyer in the gallery and sent him a note. It read, 'I hope this doesn't
dim your enthusiasm. Just remember, the first 25 years are the toughest.'"
Do you recall doing that?

ECM: Yes, I remember that.

LS: Did you know Lougheed at all?

ECM: Oh, yes, I knew Peter before he was in the Government, when he was in

Calgary as a lawyer. I'd known him for quite a number of years. Our

associations were very few and far between, but I knew him. I saw him
sitting up in the Gallery that day, and he sat there while some guy was

harranguing away on a kind of boring, wearisome occasion, so just for the

fun of it I scribbled this note and sent it up with a page to him. Peter

still has it - I've heard him quote this at meetings occasionally!



TEXTNAME: raar29/82 (R)P: 17

LS: Are the first 25 the toughest?

ECM: I guess you could say that. After that, it's downhill all the way.

LS: Oh, really?!

The same year there was a federal election, and Preston Manning ran as the

Social Credit candidate in Edmonton East. I'm interested in that. I'm
wondering whether in fact Preston discussed that with you, whether you

encouraged him to run as a candidate in that area? And also, in view of

the fact that one gets a sense that you did not believe there was a federal
future for Social Credit - that may be incorrect, and I wanted your

comments on t£at as well as Preston's candidacy.

ECM: Well, Preston, from the time he was a young man, has always been intensely
interested and concerned about people. At one time he was going to be a

nuclear physicist and he spent a couple of years at university in physics.
I think the main reason he diverted from that was, I remember, he used to

come home (he was living at home in those early years at university) and
he'd say, "This is wonderful stuff, but if you're really going to go all

out for this you've got to get off in a laboratory somewhere and forget

there's a world outside, just concentrate on it." Well, that was contrary

to his nature altogether. He was very interested in people and very

concerned about resolving problems people faced - that was something he was

very intense about from the time he was just a young person.

I suppose also the fact that he had been brought up in a home that had

always had a political connotation - because I was in government before I
was married and long before Preston was born - may have had some

influence. He was always, from just a boy, interested in political things,
and took an intense interest in them. So it was pretty natural that he

would be interested in getting into that field.

He was asked to run in that particular election, and he discussed it with
me of course. I don't know that I particularly encouraged or discouraged
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him. I said, "It's an appropriate thing to do; if you feel they want you
to run and you feel you want to run, by all means, run. We'll give you all

the support we can give you." I was happy to see him do it. He was very
young at the time; he'd have quite a disadvantage in the sense, that he

would be regarded as young and inexperienced. But he put up a good

campaign - he came in second in the campaign!

LS: Would you encourage - Preston now is not in public life in the sense of

being an elected representative.

ECM: Preston is not in public life today for only one reason. He has not yet
found a party in which he feels he could play a meaningful role. If it
wasn't that. .. . It troubles him; I know it troubles him greatly. He

has spent probably more time on working on possible solutions to major
national problems in Canada than the majority of elected representatives.
But he does it on his own, and does it not as an elected representative but

because he's concerned.

I hope, frankly, that someday he is. I say that with some reservation
because I know what public life is like, and it's not the sort of thing you

wish on your loved ones or your friends. But that's not a realistic
approach. Public administration is vital. The destiny of the country
depends on it. It's my firm conviction (and I'd naturally be regarded as

being totally biased because he happens to be my son) - in all the years

I've been around in public and business affairs you do acquire some
capacity to assess the minds of people and their capabilities and their
attitudes - I can honestly say I don't know of anyone that I think would
make a greater contribution to the public good of Canada than somebody like
Preston, if he had a vehicle and was able to make his contribution
effect ive.

Preston is an innovative man. One of the lacks in public life is people

who are innovative. The tendency of governments and people in government
is to formulate policy by reacting to a situation that develops. In other

words, it's always after the fact. An innovative person looks ahead and
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says, "I can see a certain situation developing. Now let's develop a means

of coping with that, either preventative, or coping with it if it cannot be

prevented." And they're ahead of the situation. Now, that requires a

certain type of mind, and Preston happens to have that type of mind.

That's why I think that type of person, whether it's him or anybody else

with that type of mind, is desperately needed in public life.

LS: Just to move from the specific in terms of Preston to a more general

question of looking at what alternatives are needed - if any of the

existing parties are not going to "deliver" what the country needs, what

are some of the major characteristics of a new way of thinking?

ECM: I have for a long time that our present political structure, which has

been in place now for a long time, is disintegrating. Our existing parties
are more and more ceasing to represent meaningful, clear-cut positions.
Partly this has been brought about by modern communication - television
especially. We've got into a position now where your appeal to a

television audience - how you come through on television, how much

"charisma" you have - is given a lot higher rating than how many brains you
have! You can be pretty dumb and still look good on television. On the

other hand, some people that are terribly bright don't look very good on

televis ion.

This type of thing has distorted the whole selection process in democracy.
The thing that's in the public interest is to select people who have

ability and have integrity, above all else, and who will be innovative -

all of these qualities. But how little weight is given to those things in
a modern election campaign. It's "Our man looks better on the tube than

your man, so we'll vote for this fellow." That, to me, is a very, very sad
thing but it's true.

But anyway, what I started to say, I think the whole political structure

that we've known through the past is disintegrating. That's an evolution
that politics goes through. Parties start out representing a fairly
clear-cut position - alternatives, that was the whole concept behind
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parties. This one represents a certain approach to a problem, this one has

a different approach. It doesn't necessarily mean that the one is better

than the other. It's different. There's more than one way of doing most

things, and a group of people say, "We think this is the best way."
Another groups says, "No, this is the best way." Now the public, in the

old days, used to be able to make a choice between those two positions.
But more and more the parties have come to be all things to all men. So

you have in the "Conservative" parties today, people all the way from the

old reactionary tories that couldn't change if their lives depended on it,
to out-and-out socialists - and they all call themselves "conservatives".
You have in the Liberals people who are out-and-out socialists to some who

are more reactionary than the Tories. They no longer represent any

clear-cut j>osition.

I think we're seeing the terrible consequences of this disintegration now

in our Parliaments - they're terribly ineffective, they can't operate, they

break down. Ultimately, out of this I think there has to emerge a new

political force altogether. Perhaps later on you may want to discuss some
of the things going on today, but I see one very significant thing. I'll
only mention it now because I think the subject ought to be dealt with by

itself. In what is happening in Western Canada today you are seeing - much

as I disagree with some of the things they represent - you are seeing in
this WCC the first populist movement that I know of in Canada since the

days of the CCF (as it was known in those days) in Saskatchewan and Social
Credit in Alberta. A populist movement is entirely different from the way

an ordinary political party organizes itself to win an election. And I

think ultimately it will be a populist movement that will change the

political climate in Canada, and get back to something that the parties
have gotten away from. That's not an easy process, and it's a painful
process fraught with all kinds of problems, and serious problems, but

that's the way the evolution of politics works.

LS: We will get back to that; that's one of the things I would like to spend
some time on.
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Just to complete some of the legislation of 1965-66, let's move on to 1966

and look at a couple of pieces of legislation.

The first is Chapter 13 on Child Welfare, It looks like a big Act. Why

was it passed at this point in time, and what were its provisions?

ECM: It was a big Act because it replaced the previous Child Welfare Act. It

wasn't new legislation; it was a re-writing and updating of the Child

Welfare Act. This is the type of legislation in which that is required
from time to time because population increases, greater urbanization, and a

hundred and one things affect this whole field of social service as it

touches children, and acts get out of date.

There isn't anything specific in this you can put your hand on and say,

"This is something dramatically new." It was a consolidation and an

upgrading of the child welfare services to bring them abreast of the times.

LS: Another Act, Chapter 39, on Human Rights. That's interesting in the light
of what we've just been talking about. What were the provisions of that?

ECM: I must say I have to smile when I think of this legislation because I've
heard all this propaganda in the last ten years or so from the present

Alberta Government - the first act they passed was a human rights act, and

to hear the propaganda you'd think that's the first time human rights were
ever heard of in Alberta.

We had two Human Rights Acts. This one in 1966 was a general human rights
act which embodies much of what is in any of the existing human rights acts

today. It's not fundamentally different than the Canadian Bill of Rights

or the Alberta Bill of Rights. It covers basically the same areas. There

are some areas included in the more modern ones that were not in this,
because of the change in times and attitudes, and so on. But basically, it
guaranteed human rights in all the areas which people normally are

concerned about. It covered the question of it being unlawful to refuse
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accommodation to people because of their race or origin or creed and so on,
to refuse employment to them - all those things which are pretty

characteristic of all the human rights acts.

The other one we had was a different one. It was a Bill of Rights that

included in addition to the affirmation of human rights a provision for the

financing of the economic factors necessary for people to enjoy those

rights. That one never became law because having this section that dealt
with the financing of it included the creation of what we called "Alberta
Credit" back in the early days that we talked about before. We referred it
to the Court for a ruling on its constitutionality before it was

proclaimedand the Court held that it was invalid so it was never

proclaimed.

LS: Just an interesting point; why is the allegation made in fact that the

newest legislation is the first time Alberta had human rights. What's the

thinking behind that?

ECM: Well, from a government standpoint I suppose any government that brings in
a Bill of Rights, a new government, well certainly it was its first bill of

rights - it's perfectly correct there! Mostly, however, it's the media
propaganda. And the media has a terrible memory. I don't know anything
about it, but I assume this is the case - the turnover is very high in the

media. I get a kick today out of so many things I read in the paper

occasionally that make references to Social Credit, and they're written by

kids that weren't even born when these things happened, and they have so'

little resemblance to the facts that they're ridiculous. And I'll venture

to say that half of the young bucks that are writing about Alberta's first
time human rights weren't even around in 1966. They've either come out
from Ontario or somewhere, or else they weren't born at that time. So it's
their ignorance that gives rise to that kind of stuff.

Just to give you an example of what I mean by this type of stuff. Just

this weekend I read in the paper a report on a statement that had been made

by the Provincial Treasurer in connection with his budget. He'd been asked
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something in the Legislature about a "made in Alberta interest policy". He

had said that he felt it was impractical, what was being proposed, and it

would be something like if you wanted funny money well then have it but it
wouldn't fit in here. That was all his comment was, but the fellow that

writes this up in the press adds his little bit - "funny money", that was

the stuff that Social Credit had when they issued prosperity certificates

which were to take the place of money.

The amusing thing is that prosperity certificates, which were simply

stamped had absolutely nothing to do with the Social Credit monetary

proposals. It was a little sideline that we developed to try to do some

public works and let people initially work off their taxes and be paid in

the stamped scrip which was a self-liquidating scrip. It was a type of
thing that had been developed and used years and years before we used it.
As I say, it had nothing whatever to do with our monetary proposals, but it
was written up with all solemnity by this newspaper character as "funny
money" was the stamped scrip of the Social Crediters.

LS: I want to go on to another piece of legislation, Chapter 51, Exceptions to

the Lord's Day Act. I raise that in here because as far as I can recall

the whole question of the Lord's Day Act and its provisions, and Social
Credit, and the Provincial Government have all been ongoing or at least

high-profile issues. What is that all about?

ECM: Well, the Lord's Day Act is a Federal statute, and it's an old, old Act. I

don't know when it was passed, but it's long, long ago. It was a very

restrictive piece of legislation that prohibited practically all work on

Sundays except certain necessities, things that were regarded as

necessities. It was very restrictive.

It's one of the acts that, while a Federal act, the administration is
assigned to the Attorney General of each Province. So you have to begin
with the unfortunate situation where you have a Federal statute which the

Attorney General of the Province is responsible to administer. As a matter
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of actual practice, all over Canada, for many many years, the Lord's Day

Act has never been fully enforced. Here and there it would be violated and

because of the nature of the thing they would say, "Well, it's a violation
from a legal standpoint, yes, but we're not going to prosecute for it." So

it became a farce.

This particular piece of legislation passed in 1966 tried to remove a

little bit of the hypocrisy out of the situation by a provincial statute

that said notwithstanding the Lord's Day Act, certain things are permitted
and will be treated as legal even though they are illegal under the Lord's

Day Act. This had to do primarily with professional sports. You see,
under the Lord's Day Act anything you charge for on Sunday, whether sports

or anything, is illegal. So if you had a football game on Sunday and

charged admission it's illegal under the Lord's Day Act. Anything like
that is illegal. What this Act says is that notwithstanding the Lord's Day
Act, certain things are not illegal.

LS: Why did these provisions have such a high profile in Alberta? Why was

there such a controversy?

ECM: The trouble with this type of thing is that it gets into the whole realm of

morality. People start saying, "Why can't we do these things on Sunday?"
And that takes you into the realm of Sunday as the Lord's Day, a day of
rest - it's a religious thing, and a morality issue. That's what makes the

thing controversial. Somebody says, "I think I should be able to do

anything I like on Sunday, I have that right." Somebody else says, "The
Lord's Day Act respects the sanctity of the Sabbath Day that goes away back

to the Mosaic Law in which you couldn't even kindle a fire on Sunday, let

alone put on a football game." And that becomes a religious controversy, a

morality controversy.

In Alberta, I suppose because I was regarded by the media and the public
(because of my work as a Christian layman and my belief in practical,
realistic Christianity), if I defended anything along that line, well,
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"That's just Manning defending his own religious convictions." And that's
good grist for the media mill, and so of course got a lot of publicity.

LS: You gave a speech on April Ist, 1965, and you say in that speech that your
view of the issue is that it's not primarily a religious one, and you refer

in there to the downfall of Rome. What did you mean, if it's not primarily
a religious one?

ECM: That was on a resolution that was brought into the House of opening up the

Lord's Day Act - opening up Sunday. And the point I tried to make was,
while they were starting out by saying, "We want to have certain sports on

Sunday, and that should not be an offence under the Lord's Day Act," let's
not kid ourselves; every time you agree to a step of that kind you'll know

there's another one coining. I think the example I used there was, if
athletes could sell their services on Sunday and that was legal, why

shouldn't the merchant sell his goods on Sunday? Why shouldn't anybody

that has something to sell? Where do you draw the line? And the line is

drawn, but it's always moved. And you end up ultimately with a wide-open
Sunday, that was my point.

I remember illustrating that, that I thought that's what had happened

particularly in the United States where even at that time grocery stores

and supermarkets and everything were open on Sunday, sports were open on

Sunday, and I said I didn't think that was in the public interest. And I

mentioned (and this was maybe using a rather far back illustration) that in

the decline and fall of the Roman Empire one of the characteristics was

this terrible obsession with sports. That was the characteristic of the

collapse of the morality of the times. I didn't think it was in the public
interest to do things that fostered that trend.

It was a good argument, and I think had a lot of validity to it, quite
frankly. And you see what's happened since.

1 remember when they first came to us and wanted to have professional

football games on a Sunday. The public wanted it, there was no question.
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And we were put in the position of all democratic governments where, if
it's a matter of your own personal convictions versus the public will,
you're put in a very difficult position. Either it's a type of conviction
that you can in conscience say, "I'm prepared to let my conviction be

over-ridden. I'll still take the same position, but I'll let it be

over-ridden as far as other people are concerned." Or else you're going to

say, "I will not respect the will of the people," which is your obligation

in a democratic society.

So we agreed to professional sports, and you can see what's happened
since., I remember in that talk one of the examples I used was, it won't be

long before the theatres will want to be open on Sunday. Well, they're all
open today. Next thing it'll be stores - well, the stores are half or a

lot of them open today. There's no good in kidding yourselves; you either
stake out some pretty firm positions that you say, "I think here are places

where lines at least can be drawn, where beyond this point it gets into a

different category," or else you end up with meaningless....

LS: One final piece of legislation in 1966 is the establishment of the

Department of Youth. What was that all about?

ECM: We felt by that time that the growth of the Province's population was such

that it would be appropriate to give the young people a department of their
own that would concentrate on the concerns and interests and activities of
young people. There were one or two provinces, I think, that had

Departments of Youth before we did, but that's really what it was for. We
established a Department of Youth. The Minister in charge of Youth was

given authority to promote programs fostering development of youth, sports,

recreation, all kinds of things that youth are interested in. As a matter

of interest, the man I brought in to be Minister of the Department of Youth
was Bob Clark, who just within the last few weeks resigned after 21 years

in the House. He came into the Cabinet as the first Minister of Youth.
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LS: In 1966 there was a Liberal motion brought forth - and it's an interesting
one given some of the things we just discussed - apparently to form a Young

Athletes Protection Act, or to put forward something along those lines,

basically prohibiting the signing of an NHL contract before a certain age.
And all the Government Members apparently voted unanimously against that

motion. What was the issue there, and why was the Government opposed to

it, do you recall?

ECM: My memory of that's very vague. I do recall the thing. Of course that's
an issue that's old and is still around with us today - the question of

whether professional sports organizations particularly should be permitted
to put under contract kids that are really too young to perhaps know what

they want to do at that time.

I can see the reason for it; there have been abuses; organizations have

tied kids up under long-term contracts and exploited them. I think the

reason that we opposed was that we felt that these kids were still minors.
Their parents were still responsible for them as long as they were minors.
And really this was the government interjecting itself into something that

was more appropriately taken care of by the parents themselves than having
the government do it.

LS: I want to now refer to a couple of current issue, partially because they're
important of course, but secondly we haven't met for about six months and

there have been some developments in these areas that I would like to have

as part of our continuing dialogue.

Number one, the Constitution. Today, the Queen, in England, signs the

Constitution for Canada. I'm interested in a number of things: your
observations about the impact this will have; your observations about the

future; and, part and parcel of that, is it going to make any difference to

the ordinary person walking the streets, or is this just something that's
now blown away and that's not going to affectus at all? What are your
thoughts about that?
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ECM: Well, as I've indicated before, I've been very disturbed by the whole
constitutional debate and by the document that's come out of it. I don't
think it's a good Constitution. I think the concept of entrenchment of
rights in a constitution as compared with the protection of human rights by

parliament and legislature as the people responsible to the electorate is a

retrogressive step. I know that's not the common view today, but I'm sure

history will confirm that.

I'm disturbed about it because as a document much of it is poorly drawn,
ambiguous, and I can see a long period of time in which there'll be

numerous court references before there is established a body of law and

precedents that will then serve as a guide. That is one of the things
which is inevitable when you substitute the courts in place of Parliament

as the last point of appeal on what is and what is not a person's right.
You're really asking the courts to make what in many instances turn out to

be political decisions rather than purely legal decisions. That's a

subject of course on which you could expand a great deal.

I was very unhappy with the way the thing was handled, secondly with the

Bill itself - I don't think it's well drafted and I think there are going
to be a lot of complications which many of its champions have not even
considered as yet.

Another area that gives me a lot of concern - and I think you'll find a lot

of public concern develop in this area in the future although it's not
widely appreciated today - is the impact of this change on the enforcement
of criminal law and criminal justice. What has happened in the United
States, I think, gives us some indication. As I said in the last talk I

gave in the Parliament on this thing before it was passed, I find it ironic
that this country picks what I think is one of the worst features of the

American Constitution to Americanize our Constitution! In the United
States you see so many instances where people guilty of obvious criminal

offences go free just because some clever lawyer is able to argue that
somewhere in the prolonged process of justice some phase of their
constitutional rights was violated. And so it doesn't matter if the fellow
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murdered somebody or raped somebody - his constitutional rights and the

technicalities that smart lawyers can weave into ambiguous phrases in

legislation pertaining to constitutional rights lead in so many cases to

the case being thrown out or vital evidence not being admitted because it
was taken under certain circumstances.

I just read the other day (l don't know whether I have all the facts in
this correct, but it illustrates what I'm talking about) an article about

the man who tried to assassinate President Reagan (and there was certainly
no doubt in anybody's mind that he was the fellow that fired the shots and
he tried to kill the President, and only by the grace of God were there not

several people killed). I read an article in an American newspaper not

long ago that this fellow has not yet come up to trial except the

preliminary, and that the prosecution was very exercised because one of
their prime pieces of evidence was being ruled inadmissible. Apparently

when the fellow was put in jail he made some notes of what he had done and

what his motives were and so on and so forth. The police authorities in
going through his cell found this material which was completely

incriminating and confirmed everything that he'd done, and of course wanted

to use it as evidence. But it was ruled - and as I say, I may riot have all

the detail correct - it apparently was ruled that the cell where he was

incarcerated was his "domicile" while he was there and the police had
seized this material without a warrant. And you can't go into a person's
domicile and seize something without a warrant and then use it as evidence.

Now, that kind of conduct to me is just so utterly ridiculous. And yet
this is the kind of thing that comes out of ambiguous statements regarding
constitutional rights. Here's a man that's guilty - everybody knows he's
guilty - and yet a prime piece of evidence cannot be admitted because of a

technicality over an interpretation of a constitutional right-

As you know, when this Charter was before Parliament the Police Association
of Canada and people involved in law enforcement made a number of

presentations. They were terribly exercised because they felt that the

admissibility of evidence and the ability to successfully prosecute many
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offenders under Che Criminal Code would be very, very much jeopardized by

Che abuse. And you have Co recognize Chat ChaC abuse is going Co come. A
smarC lawyer is concerned wich geCCing Che fellow off, noC wheCher he's
innocenC or guilCy.

ThaC Cype of thing, Co me, is jusC a Cerribly reCrogressive sCep. So I

have Co say ChaC I'm very disCurbed by Che whole consCiCuCional provision
as far as the Bill of RighCs is concerned. I Chink ic's reCrogressive; I

don'c Chink iC's in the public inCeresC. I've menCioned before I Chink,
and I mentioned this in the talk in Parliament, one other disadvantage I

see in this kind of entrenchment is the rigidity that attaches to what is
put into the Constitution, as compared with the amendment of an Act of
Pariiament.

One example I used, and I think it's a valid example, is one of the

so-called rights that organized labour is very jealous of is Che righc Co

have a closed shop in an indusCry. Where Che majority say they wane a

union to represent them, the minority is forced to belong to that union.

They fought for that, and they regard it as a right. I think it's
debatable whether it properly is a right, but they regard it as a right.
Now, that type of thing goes along with all these entrenched rights.

But there is a trend - quite pronounced in the States and growing in

Canada, I guess growing out of the greater concern for minority rights -

that maybe it's about cime we started considering... But take the shop I
mentioned. Here are 100 people. 70 of them vote to join the union; the

other 30 don'c want to belong to the union. What this present union right
involves is you force the 30 to join the union or be fired. Now, with the

present-day concern for minority rights, people say, "Well whaC abouC Che
30? Do they not have just as much right to say, 'We don't wane Co join Che

union,' as Che 70 who said they did?" We don't quarrel with the 70, but is
it right? Aren't you taking away a human right to force the 30 to go along

with the majority? That's a violation of minority human rights.
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Suppose that thinking increases to the place where the public says, "The
protection of those minority rights is appropriate. We shouldn't have

this. This other thing should not be a right; it violates the rights of
the minority."

If you want to change that, you've got to amend the Constitution under this
new Bill of Rights. Before, all you had to do was pass an additional
section to the Bill of Rights in Parliament, and you could do the whole

thing in ten days. It takes away that flexibility that enables you to

adapt your Charters of Rights or Bills of Rights to the changing times and

the changed public attitudes. And today when we call almost everything a

"right" it's not like in the old days when rights were pretty well confined
to what were obvious and fundamental - freedom of speech, freedom of

religion, freedom of association - those were clear-cut, fundamental

things. But now we've gotten to the place where to have the state educate
our children through to college, that's a right. To have medical services
provided for us, that's a right. Rights today encompass everything, or at

least the definition that's put on them. So you get these things mixed
into constitutional rights, and as a result, these are things where

attitudes change and can change quite quickly.

I think it's a retrogressive step, and contrary to the public interest, to

have those things etched in stone so that you can't meet the changing
public will in matters of that kind. I guess I have an inherent conviction
that while people may make mistakes in democracy, it's still the best ever

devised, and at least in a democracy you can correct them, you can change

them. But entrenchment takes away the flexibility of democracy.

I could add a lot of other things, but these are some of the reasons why I

am very unhappy about the whole thing. I have to say, I can take no pride
in the kind of Canada that Trudeau is trying to turn this country into by
the use of this type of thing.
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Now, coming to your other, more specific questions. I'm quite sure that

the proclamation of the new Constitution will make no significant

difference at all, immediately, to the rank and file of people. I think
the vast majority will pay very little attention to it. It was one of my

arguments at least, all through the debate, that had the Prime Minister
asked the Canadian people their list of priorities of matters that

Parliament should be attending to, the Constitution, and even its
patriation, would have been way down at the bottom of the list. A man

who's worrying about how he's going to renew his mortgage and feed his
children, or what's going to happen to his job, isn't thinking about the

Canadian Constitution, old or new. It's not a matter of concern to him.

The extremists who say this is going to lead to repression and taking away
of property rights and all of this, there's no substance for that. It'll
make no noticeable difference in that regard. Where you will see these

differences is over the process of time, as you get these court cases
hinged on some technicality that's raised to defeat justice.
Unfortunately, the criminal element always seems to be better informed
on their legal rights than law-abiding citizens. That's certainly been the

experience in the United States, and I'm quite sure it'll be the same in
Canada. So I don't look for any great public responses at all; I think in
a week or two after the Queen's visit it'll be back-page stuff as far as

the public's concerned. The rank and file of people will find no

noticeable change whatsoever. Down the road in individual instances, yes,

there'll be a lot. There will be new court precedents established which
will affect the administration of law and justice and so on. But it's not

something that causes an upheaval or great discernible change.

LS: What about the process in terms of "politicization" of certain segments of

the community? I'm thinking of natives, and I'm wondering both in what has

passed already and what kind of alternatives are open to those constituents
of the country? And also in terms of some of these legal decisions down

the road. What will reactions be to them?
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ECM: Taking the case of the native people first, that I think is probably the

classic example of a great deal of misinterpretation of what this
Constitution is all about. I don't blame or fault the native people for

this; they've got some legitimate concerns and grievances, but they have

been exploited, I think, by some people who have played on their fears and
uncertainties very, very unfairly.

The natives are not going to be in any worse position after this thing goes

through than they've been for the last 150 years. It doesn't change their
status. In fact, to what extent it touches it, it improves it. It doesn't
touch it very much; it's a pretty insipid clause that's in about native
rights; but it doesn't take away anything that they've had. And all this
is just like some of the exaggerated things that have been said about it

taking away people's property rights. It doesn't; it leaves them precisely
where they were before. And that's what it does with native rights.

I think the Prime Minister has said that following the passage of the

Constitution the Federal people are prepared to sit down with the natives
and talk about amendments or additions to the Constitution to spell out
more clearly the thing they're concerned about. I don't know whether

that's just talk, or whether he'll do it. But at least there's nothing to

stop him doing it. It'll require an amendment, and that's a painful,
laborious process, because to amend a Constitution is not like amending an

Act of Parliament. There again, you have an example of where their
position has not been altered significantly by the Constitution, but where

the process of future change has been rendered more difficult because now

it has to be done by Constitutional amendment instead of by statute.

LS: In terms of impact and politicizing people, and people reacting to what we

now have to live with, what are your predictions or sense of that, down the

road?

ECM: I almost hesitate to answer that in detail, because to be honest I have to

say I am pessimistic about the outlook for Canada. And I'm terribly hurt

about it because of all nations in the world I don't know of any other
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nation that has the potential for national greatness more than we have.
And yet we've brought so much of this stuff on ourselves. I shouldn't say

"we've brought it on ourselves," I don't blame it on the public. I blame

primarily the present Prime Minister and his Government. They have brought

so much of this divisive stuff and disturbing stuff on this country.

That's why I say I can take no pride in the kind of Canada the Prime
Minister is trying to make this country into.

Two of the consequences of what the Federal Government's course in all this
has done that I think are terribly serious and totally unnecessary:

One, they have destroyed the pride of so many Canadians in their country.

So many people do not want what Trudeau's concept of Canada is. And one of

the worst things, it seems to me, you can do to people, is destroy their

pride in their nation. It's really alarming how little evidence of

national pride you find in this country today. How often do you hear

Canadians stand up and cheer and say, "I'm proud to be a Canadian"? They

used to; they don't now. They're not proud of what's going on. And when

you destroy your pride in your country, you don't work for your country,
unless you do it as a matter of a sense of obligation.

And that's the second thing. I think the outcome of all of this is the

divisiveness - East against West, French against English, so many

divisions, people that want entrenchment against people who don't want

entrenchment, all of this stuff - is that when people are split up into
disagreeing factions like that they become critical not only in those areas

but critical in everything. And that's what you primarily hear in Canada

today. Everybody's finding fault with everything. They're mad at the

Government; they're mad at each other; you can't get 10 people together

without them disagreeing on something. Well, the way you build a country

is when people pool their energies and their intellect and their abilities
to do something positive, not to tear down and criticize. But that is, I

think, one of the most terrible effects of what Trudeau and his people have

done to this country, not just in this constitutional thing but in the

whole economic thing, the attitude and philosophy.
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LS: That's what I want to raise next. Is that cynicism and negativism and lack

of pride to do with things like constitutional issues, or does it really

have to do with economics? When times are tough and people can't get jobs,
they lash out, I think. Is that it? And in fact, could any government

make a difference, in the Federal seat, given the Canadian economic
structure?

ECM: They could, I believe, in this respect. I quite agree with you, when

economic times get bad, people do lash out, and they're looking for

scapegoats and are ready to criticize everything.

I would make two observations on that. One, not entirely, but to a large

extent, the economic conditions we face are the Government's fault. I know

there are world conditions and all of this, but there are a great many

things which have been done by the Government of Canada that contributed
greatly to the economic mess we're in today. So they have some
responsibility for that.

But secondly, a government with foresight (and this is what we talked about

earlier - being ahead of conditions rather than reacting to them), one that

can see tough economic conditions coming, and knows (if they know human

nature at all) that in those times there's going to be a tendency to react
critically and adversely to almost everything, whatever we do is let us not

interject into this period of our history the things that trigger and
invite, that can be seized on as points through which to express that

frustration and anger.

And yet, what's the Government of Canada done? Exactly the opposite! They

pushed this constitutional thing - not that it isn't important, but they

could have set that on the shelf for five years more until the economic
problems were addressed, and saved its becoming a focal point that the

lightning strikes when people are mad about economics.

They pushed this metric stuff. Now, metric's a good thing; I'm all for the

metric system. It's a world system. But I don't recall in forty years
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anything more stupid than the way this has been handled in Canada. The

advantage of the universal metric measurement is for your foreign trade.

It doesn't make any difference locally; you could measure stuff in
teaspoons or anything you like, it doesn't matter domestically as long as

people know what measure you're using. But it's for foreign trade. And

our two main trading partners are the United States and Great Britain - and

they've both rejected it. The U.S. announced about three weeks ago,
they're abolishing the Metric Commission! They've had so much adverse

reaction, they're not going ahead with it. Britain, our other big trading
partner, said, no way we're going to give up the old imperial measure. So
here we're sitting like a bunch of idiots with a system that's now in

conflict with our two main trading partners!

There's no reason for that; no excuse for that at all. Our tourist trade

is with the United States because we're on a continent - that's where they

have to come from. And these Americans drive across the border and the

first thing they see is signs, so many kilometers to someplace, and they

haven't the faintest idea how far it is or what. They go into a station to

buy gas and somebody wants to sell them so many liters - they don't know

what they're buying. The whole thing is adverse to our interests. Now

there again, not that it isn't a good thing in itself; if America and

Britain went metric, we should go metric. But why in a time with looming

economic problems, where again as we said a moment ago, people are looking
for somebody to blame, do they create this stupid situation? That's the

kind of thing.

Bilingualism - I know the practical realities of having to recognize that

we're two groups of people in this country linguistically, but in Canada,
certainly west of Ontario, it's not a factor. Why push a thing like that

at a time when there's a looming economic situation, where that's another

thing they can latch onto.

What I'm saying is, they've not only contributed to the economic situation

which is the crux of people's frustration, but they've done all these

stupid things which just invite reacton. And people in their frustration
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now are lashing out at bilingualisra, they're lashing out at metric, they're
lashing out at the Constitution - none of those things needed to be there.

What you should do ahead of an economic slowdown is create the maximum
degree of placid conditions you can create, where there's nothing to

trigger people's frustration. Let them concentrate entirely on the
economic situation.

LS: That raises the question in fact about whether the leaders of the country

saw these backlashes. Did they at least anticipate them?

ECM: I don't know. All I could say is, if they didn't, then they're not

qualified to be government, because that's what government's all about.

That's what leadership is. It's not saying, "I want to go here." It's
developing enough information, gathering information, judgment, expertise,
experience, so that you can look ahead. You can't expect the people to do

this. They're busy trying to tend the store. Surely people have a right
to look to their government and say, "Look, you fellows have got access to

all the information on a worldwide basis; you've got all the records of

history, what happens in economic conditions. You should know what to

anticipate in the next five years."

When I look at the economic conditions of today, heavens, these certainly
could be anticipated. In the energy field, once the Arab boycott started,
any idiot, if he came to for a few minutes, could know where this was going
to lead in a general sense. As I say, I may sound biased, but these are
the reasons why I've said repeatedly that I am afraid we are saddled today

in Canada, nationally, with the most incompetent government in Canada's
history. That's my concern for the future.

LS: One of the things that comes to mind is, one almost thinks that they

believed in a confrontation kind of situation. Do you have that sense?
You've talked to and met with them.

ECM: Well, of course, they would deny that. But Trudeau's a fighter. I give
Trudeau full marks for intelligence and courage. The thing he fights for
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may be wrong, but he'll fight for it. He doesn't shy away from

confrontation as an individual; in fact I think he's stimulated by

confrontation. But it's a responsibility that governments have, no matter

whether you may feel that you'd like to have a fight with somebody. You
can't always, in the interests of the country, afford to have a fight with
them.

Mr. Trudeau made a statement here recently I noticed, that he tried
government by cooperation and had been kicked in the teeth, and from here

0n.... Well, what does that do? People say, "There, that's what he

intended to do all the time." And again he's given them another point that

the lightning strikes.

He came out with a statement the other day that he'd decided he wouldn't
retire for a while. What does it do? It give the Western Separatists 2000

new members the next day! It's these stupid things which you don't do at a

time when people are frustrated and angry and looking for something to

seize on.

To me, it's just utterly appalling that there isn't an appreciation of the

danger of those things by the people who are responsible.

LS : Have people said that to him?

ECM: Oh, I imagine some have, but of course he pays no attention to what people

say to him.

LS: It has to do with a philosophy of leadership, it has to do with a

style, . . . .

ECM: You see, to be fair to Mr. Trudeau, people are different in their makeup.

Some people are oriented towards materialistic or economic issues, others

more to the abstract. And Trudeau's that kind. He has obviously no
interest in the economic issues other than an academic interest. If you
want to get his interest as an individual, talk about language or
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constitution or rights and all this kind of stuff, and he's enthralled with
it. He'd talk about it forever. But the cold, hard economic facts are

Greek to him. He's not interested.

LS: Do you think there are other members of his Party that would understand the

economics?

EOM: Yes, I think so, and I think there's a great deal of concern in the Liberal
Party today. In fact, I have personally heard some very key Liberals
across the country say, "Trudeau's got to go, not because we don't think
he's a great man, but he's not only ruining the country, he's ruining the
Liberal Party." It's being said, and said quite frankly, by key Liberal

people. Now, they wouldn't say it to him.

LS: Why?

ECM: Because they would never again have any patronage in the Liberal Party and
they'd be ostracized for the rest of their natural lives.

LS: But it has an implication all the way down, doesn't it, in terms of the

country and economics and all sorts of other things, plus the actual party
structure.

ICM: I know certainly there are a lot of responsible Liberals today that are

worried about the future of their Party because of Trudeau's stance. And

you see it in Western Canada. The most pathetic figure I can think of
today is the Liberal leader in Saskatchewan or Alberta! To try and sell

Liberalism to the public of those provinces as long as you've got the

Trudeau Government in Ottawa - these poor fellows must be heroes to even

try it.

LS: And they could have economic concerns, real concerns.

ECM: Oh, sure. As I mentioned earlier, in the time when we had the three
Premiers together in our conferences. Ross Thatcher was Premier of
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Saskatchewan, and of course Ross in the latter times practically
disassociated the Saskatchewan Liberal Party from Ottawa. He fought Ottawa

more than he fought the Official Opposition. He just couldn't understand
why they seemed to be so lacking in understanding of what they were doing

to this part of the country.

LS: Personality then plays a large part?

ECM: Oh, yes.

LS: 1 think we'll close it there.
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