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LS: I'd like to talk about some events and discussions that happened in 1955,
and I want to start by reading you a quote from the Edmonton Journal in

regard to the whole issue of gas and gas exports. This is a direct quote

from the Journal:

"Premier Manning took the opportunity to report on recent discussions he

has held in the light of TransCanada 1 s failure to gain financial backing.
Premier Manning's report to the House was based on the results of talks

with TransCanada officials, gas producers, the Ontario Government, the

Conservation Board, and officials of Alberta Gas Trunk Line company. 'The
TransCanada PipeLine project as currently proposed cannot be built in the

foreseeable future without some assistance, government or otherwise,
outside normal financial channels,' he said. 'No satisfactory program of
financial assistance has been proposed. The general consensus of all

concerned,' the Premier said, 'is that the export pipeline project should

stand on its own feet without government intervention."'

I'm interested in the discussions that are referred to here, Mr. Manning,
with all these various gas producers, Ontario Government, Conservation
Board, and Trunk. What was this all about.

ECM: To review briefly the circumstances that had developed by that time: the
volume of gas discovered in the province had increased substantially. The

local market was not able to absorb the volume that was available, and so
the producers of course were faced with the problem of how they were going
to market this gas. Obviously, it had to be exported. We'd already

arranged as a matter of policy to retain a thirty-year revolving cushion of

gas for Alberta's future needs which really meant that a very large volume

of gas could not be exported even though it had been established.

As a matter of policy, we had adopted a position in the government that our

preference would be that exports should first be made available to other

areas of Canada, and that if the other areas of Canada did not want the gas

1
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or did not take the gas, then we were desirous that it should be exported

to the United States, which of course would require Federal approval to

take it out of the country.

The producers were pressuring us to do something to ensure a market for

their gas which was piling up and the wells were being capped. TransCanada

PipeLine had been organized and was in the process of trying to arrange

financing for the national gas pipeline. They were encountering

difficulties. This was a huge project - at that time it was certainly by

far the biggest pipeline project undertaken in Canada - and they were

having difficulty in arranging their financing to move ahead as rapidly as

the producers wanted them to move, or we wanted them to move.

The general concept of TransCanada from the outset was that it would stand
on its own feet financially. When the two groups joined to form

TransCanada, that was the general understanding, and the groups themselves

were not seeking government assistance.

But when they got the details worked out on the route of the line and the

costs and so on, they were faced, as a pipeline, with the same problem that
this country has faced in transportation ever since it became a nation, and

that was the movement particularly from, say, Winnipeg, east across the
vast stretch of territory through northern Ontario and eastern Manitoba,
where there were practically no markets.

In other words, just as the railways have 1,000 miles of movement from

Winnipeg until they get to the market areas in Ontario, you had the same

thing with gas in the pipeline. The cost of all of that line of course had

to be absorbed ultimately by the consumers at the other end. And it was

the economic viability of the project, especially in its early years until
its volumes built up, that raised problems of financing in the conventional
financial circles.

That is what led ultimately to TransCanada obtaining certain Federal
Government guarantees to permit the project to go ahead, which was the
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background of the famous pipeline debate in Ottawa and led actually to the
defeat of the St. Laurent Government.

The position that the TransCanada people took in all of this, as I recall

it, was that they could finance this project. It was purely a matter of

time. It was going to take a lot longer to put together a financial
package entirely in the private sector, than what would be the case if
there were some government guarantees. And that's what led C. D. Howe to

agree to the idea of Federal guarantees, because he was anxious to see the

project speeded up. We certainly were, and the producers were, and for

that matter the TransCanada people.

But I do stress that the concept of government guarantees was not so much

that it had to have government guarantees or could not go ahead at all, but

the government guarantees had a direct bearing on the timing. If it went

ahead without government guarantees it was going to take a lot longer to

put the project together. And so the Federal Government ultimately decided
to grant these guarantees.

The quote that you referred to there was a report that I gave to the

Legislature, of the prevailing situation at that time. As I say, we were

under pressure from the producers, and I had talked to the producers before

giving the report to the House, to be certain I knew their position. We

had talked to TransCanada to find out how their plans were coming along for

financing. We had talked to Ontario because Ontario was the market at the

other end, and the Ontario Government was very interested, naturally, in
seeing western gas made available to the Ontario market. We had talked to

the Conservation Board because they were the regulatory body as far as

Alberta was concerned, that dealt with all the gas wells and the producers

and the approvals of exports and things of this kind.

I had simply had a series of conferences with those groups to be sure I
knew the up-to-date situation with respect to the whole picture, and then

reported it to the House.
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LS: Were you receiving a lot of pressure? or what was the general attitude?

ECM: Well, there was pressure. I would describe it more as considerable concern

expressed, particularly by the producers, because they faced the same

problem that producers of oil and gas run into whenever you haven't a

market. You have the heavy capital expenditure of drilling a well and

bringing it into production, and then if you have to screw a cap on the top

of it and just let it sit there for some years, you have no way of

recovering your capital. Of course much of this is done on borrowed money,

so in the meantime they're paying interest on the borrowed capital. So

it's a matter of vital concern to them to get the product to the market as

soon as possible after the well's completed, otherwise they have to carry

that capital load with no return.

LS: The other thing that happened in '55, and in fact you adjourned the First
Session of the House that year, apparently to attend the Dominion-
Provincial Conference. What was the major issue under discussion there?

ECM: That was one of a series of Dominion-Provincial conferences that took place

during that period, primarily to deal with the tax rental and tax transfer

agreements. This was still a carry-over from the arrangement that had been

made during the War years, when the provinces had "rented" a number of

their tax fields to the Federal Government and then after the War had

arranged for the Federal Government to continue at least to do the

collecting in the fields such as personal income and corporation income
t ax.

These agreements were all for certain terms, and in advance of their coming
up for renewal there was always a series of these conferences where the
hard bargaining was carried on to decide what was going to take the place,

or what changes were going to be made in the agreement if it was going to

be extended.

LS: Just a matter of interest. Because the House was sitting here, could you
have sent someone else to attend those conferences? How does that really

work?
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ECM: Well, I could've, but I was acting as Treasurer also at the time, as well

as Premier, so it was pretty important that I be at the Federal-Provincial
conferences at the decision stage at least. We would have a number of
officials that would probably attend the preliminary meetings.

LS: Back in Alberta, then, to continue with some of the interesting events of

1955, I'd like to talk first of all about the two Members of the House,

John Landerhew and Roy Lee, both Social Credit members, one from Lethbridge
and one from Taber. They resigned during this period, and I'm interested
in the background and issue of their resignation, the behind-the-scenes
discussions, and whether in fact you asked for their resignations. What

was this all about?

EQ4: Well, it was one of those unfortunate situations that arose, not

intentionally on anybody's part, but it caused a lot of problems for the

government, and led ultimately to a provincial election.

Mr. Lee and Mr. Landerhew had formed a type of company, as I recall it.
They went ultimately into insurance, mostly, I believe, automobile
insurance. I think they had powers for a few other lines of insurance
also. But anyway, they had formed a type of company. And in their
operations they had acquired an old office building located not far from

the Provincial Administration Building, and a Department of the Government

(I don't remember which one it was) had leased an office in this building.

I really don't recall the circumstances now, whether they knew at the time
when the leased it that these men were associated with it at all, or not,

because they dealt with the company, whatever the company was called.

Somebody discovered (I don't remember whether it was a Member of the

Opposition or someone outside, because the charge against these men was

laid by a lawyer in Calgary, it was not laid by a Member of the Opposition,

but they worked in cahoots together of course with the Opposition) that a

Government Department had leased an office in this building which belonged
to a company which was owned and controlled by these two Members of the
Legislature .
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1 don't recall the nature of the incorporation, because the general

provision for governments having leases with companies is that a Member of

the Legislature is not barred from being a Member by virtue of being

associated with a properly incorporated company. But there was something
in this incorporation structure which I don't recall - this is long after
but anyway these men were liable under the provision of the Legislative
Assembly Act that prohibited a Member sitting in the House if a Government

Department had a contract with a company or group of which that person was
a member.

This came as a complete surprise to myself and the government. In fact, I

don't even remember now what the office was. It was a very minor little
thing, but technically and legally these fellows were in the wrong.

A man in Calgary, a lawyer (I assume he did this in cooperation with the

Official Opposition in the House, who zeroed in on this of course and made
a big issue out of it) took action under a section of the Legislative
Assembly Act which says that any Member sitting in the House who is

ineligible to sit by reason of all the various things that are spelled out

in the Legislative Assembly Act (and this rental of property was one of
them), first of all is no longer eligible to be a Member and for every day

he sits in the House when he is ineligible to sit, is liable to a fine of
$2OO a day, and this fine is collectible by the person who lays the charge!

Now I think this is a carryover from a philosophy away way back - this was

to encourage citizens to be alert, to watch members of parliaments and

legislatures, and if they saw someone sitting that had done something that

made them ineligible to sit, then there was some money in it for the

citizen if he raised it and laid the charge, and of course he was the one

that collected the money.

So they laid a charge against both of these men on the grounds that they

had been sitting in the House for a long time (that whole Session)

illegally - that they were not eligible to sit by virtue of this contract
that their firm or organization had with a Department of Government.
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It went to a court in Calgary, and they were found guilty. It was a

clear-cut case, even though it was in a sense on a technicality on the

incorporation, but they were found guilty. As I recall, I think the

penalty was around $lO,OOO, which this chap in Calgary collected for having

raised this point. And of course the men resigned.

That was significant in itself because it was the only thing of that kind
we ever had. It was a shot out of the blue to us; we were pretty annoyed
at the fellows for getting themselves and the government into this
embarrassment. But there it was. They were found guilty in court, and

they were fined a total of about $lO,OOO, and they both had to resign from

the House.

However, that wasn't the end of it. The Opposition Members who were led in
those days by Harper Prowse, the Liberal leader and himself a lawyer, ably

assisted by another Liberal Member from Calgary, Hugh John MacDonald, who
later became a member of the court . I gather from what happened after that

they had av concerted effort and search made of the Legislative Assembly Act
and the rules of the Legislature and all of this, to see if they could
ferret out any other situations where it might be held that some Member had

done something that he was not permitted to do under the legislation.

The issue that they finally raised had to do with the Provincial Treasury

Branches. The Treasury Branch system had been established some years

before. Branches of the Treasury had been established throughout the

province and of course that system is still in operation today and is a

very large part of the neo-bank system of the province. This was part of

the Social Credit monetary effort, sort of an auxiliary to it at least.

At the time the Treasury Branch system was set up, the Members of the

Legislature had I think almost without exception transferred their banking
business to the Treasury Branches. On the one hand I think it was just a

matter that first of all they believed in it, they were supporting the

concept - they were out urging their constituents to use these facilities
which were being provided, and they had certain unique characteristics
about them that tied in with the Social Credit monetary and economic
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philosophy. So the Members, most if not all of them, transferred their
banking business, not necessary in whole but certainly in part, to the

Treasury Branches. Which involved them opening accounts in the Treasury

Branches.

So these fellows, in ferreting into this, came up with the conclusion that

when you opened a deposit or chequing account in a Treasury Branch, that

constituted a contract between the depositor and the government, because
the Treasury Branches were a branch of the Provincial Treasury, and a

department of government. So, technically at least, every person that had

an account in the Treasury Branch had a contract with the government!

Now this had not been taken care of in legislation. There are all kinds of

exceptions in the Legislative Assembly Act. You can have all kinds of
contracts, and many were added as time went on. For example, when health

insurance came out there was a provision made that the fact that a Member

of the Legislature and his family had a contract for hospital care or

medical care (all of these do involve a form of contract with government),
it was never intended that anything of this kind would debar him from

sitting in the House.

But this Treasury Branch deposit and chequing account had not been thought
of in that context, until these men raised the issue. Their argument was

that all the Members were there illegally, because they had contracts with
the Treasury Branch! So we amended the Legislative Assembly Act at the

Session, to clarify this, and there was a section put in the Act

specifically stating that a contract of the nature that was created when a

person opened an account with the Treasury Branch was exempted. And that
Act was passed in April of 1955.

Well, then later on, Mr. Prowse, the Leader of the Opposition, raised the

argument that this was not retroactive - in other words, we had corrected

the situation which had been drawn to our attention, and which everybody

recognized was a technicality because that form of contract already exempt

in the Legislative Assembly Act went back for years. The province for

example had opened a life insurance office, and there had been an amendment
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at that time to say that the fact that a Member of the House took out an

insurance policy with the Alberta Life Insurance office was not a contract

within the meaning of the Legislative Assembly Act. But anyway, the

Treasury Branch one had been overlooked, for two reasons, 1 supposed. One,

I guess it just had never been thought of. And secondly, its nature was

such that by no stretch of the imagination would any person assume that it

was the kind of a contract that should bar a person from sitting in the
House! It was purely a political move as far as the Opposition was

concerned. It was clever, and it was effective.

Anyway, the Legislative Assembly Act was amended in April of that year, but

they came back later and argued that that had corrected the problem, but it

was not retroactive. And for this reason, Members had been sitting in the

House for some years, in violation of this provision. And then they raised

the pretty far-fetched argument - but it was good for some headlines at

least - that this brought into the question the validity of the legislation
which the House had passed during the period that Members had sat there who

had accounts with the Provincial Treasury Branch.

Up until that point it had really been an irritant and a nuisance. They
were obviously playing a political game, and they were playing it for all

it was worth. It had taken up a lot of time in the House; it was annoying,

but those are the things you expect to live with in politics.

But when they questioned the legality of the legislation that had been

passed over a period of some years, of course we couldn't tolerate that for

one minute. I remember it was raised in the House, and I adjourned the

House in the middle of the afternoon Session. I called our Members into
caucus, and said, "Now you realize what this implies. While it's a

technicality, it's a legal technicality, and the argument is being made

that legislation passed during the last five or ten years (or whatever it

was) may not stand up because it was passed when a majority in the House
were there illegally, if you can make this stick that having an account

with the Treasury Branch invalidated their membership."
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There was no doubt in my mind what we should do, and I'd had a brief talk
with the Cabinet Ministers before 1 went to the Caucus. "We just can't

permit this at all to get off the ground. If they're going to raise this

point, it's got to be corrected immediately. And the only way to correct
it is to dissolve the House and we'll go to the province, and come back and

do retroactively anything we need to do as far as the legislation is

concerned. But we won't play around with it.

So I went to the Caucus and told them this. My inclination, in fact my

intention, was that we would dissolve the House. Well, it was quite a jolt
to the Members. Nobody was ready for an election or anything else, but we

went back into the House, I believe, and finished up a bit of stuff that

afternoon and adjourned. Then overnight we prepared the dissolution
papers, and I went in the House the next day and announced the House was
dissolved and we were going to the country.

LS: On May 12th, I believe.

ECM: Something like that, yes.

LS: There are a number of interesting things I want to raise here on that.
First of all, could there have been any other way of handling it, other

than going to the people?

ECM: We could have forced through retroactive legislation, yes. We had the

majority in the House. But retroactive legislation is not a good thing,
and I didn't want to be put in the position of saying the Government had

moved, as a Government, to protect its members and itself by this kind of

action without letting the public know what we were doing.

And the best way to let the public know is to say, "Look, here's what they

say. It's a silly argument; it's a political game; but this is the

position that we've been put in by virtue of what's been raised. Now, if
you put us back in, we intend to revamp the Legislative Assembly Act. If

there's anything needed retroactively, we'll do it, but that's what we're

going to do. And we want to know if we have your support in what we're
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going to do. If you think all this has been wrong, that we shouldn't have

been there and shouldn't be there now, all you have to do is put somebody

else in, it's just that simple.

LS: Many of the analysts of the time say that was "a brilliant tactic" on

behalf of Premier Manning. Did you see it in that light?

ECM: Well, I didn't look at it from the standpoint of whether it was brilliant
or not. I must say, on the one hand I was, I guess you could almost say,

incensed that Members of the Legislature, in this case the Opposition

leadership particularly, would resort to that type of thing, because of the

inconvenience and the cost, and all the rest of it, that it inflicted on

the people of the Province. It was so obviously a technicality.

If it had been anything where there was some debatable legal point, that
would have been a different ball game altogether, but this was a straight
political tactic. They knew it; we knew it; everybody knew it. And I just
wouldn't tolerate that kind of thing.

We were there to give straightforward, honest, good government, to the best

of our ability. And if somebody was going to question it, well then either
they were going to back down or something was going to be done that made it

very clear that that was our position. It wasn't something that we sat

down and discussed, or I thought about from the standpoint of "is this a

clever thing to do?" It was drastic, but it was sure one way of settling
it once and for all.

And of course, it was a tremendous surprise to the Opposition. They never

expected us to go this far. We just went into the House the next day and

said, "The House is dissolved. We're going to have an election in 40
days." And that was it.

LS: Did you get any resistance from your own Caucus?

ECM: A few. But that was natural, that was the human reaction. Members that
were not in a position to fight an election, worried about the cost,
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worried about their organization; maybe had plans to be away. All the

normal little things. There were some, but the great majority went along.

In fact, I've seen these things happen a few times in the political arena.

It is the kind of thing that tends to band members together; almost
immediately it becomes kind of a crusade. "This is it; we're on our way."
And it generates quite a bit of enthusiasm.

L.S: The issues then of that 1955 election campaign (election day was June 29th)
- were there other campaign issues besides that one?

ECM: As I recall it, this one of course was an issue in the sense that it was

the thing that had precipitated the election and had to be explained from

that standpoint. We didn't labour it as a big thing, because our belief on

it was that it's a trivial little thing that should never have been made an

issues-. But it's been made an issue by the Opposition, so we have no
alternative but to get the thing straightened around. So there was the

explanation of this thing - the reason why we called the election, and what

had arisen 1 in the House.

The other matters at that time (and I wouldn't say they were dominant
issues) come back to what we discussed prior to this. The whole question
of gas export was very much on the public mind because the TransCanada

thing was boiling at the time. And there was the division of opinion
within the Province. You still had some, the media particularly - the main
newspapers, and the main cities - Calgary and Edmonton - opposed to gas
export, period. So these things became subjects of discussion in the

election. I wouldn't say that they were broad, provincial issues. For

example, the interest of Edmonton and Calgary in preventing gas export was

entirely a local issue, because of the concentration of population and
their need to be assured of what they regarded as future cheap energy.

That situation didn't prevail in the rural and the small towns to the same

extent at all.

LS: Were there any other issues?
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ECM: Those were the ones that come to mind. I suppose there would have been

smaller issues of the times, but I can't recall anything of any great

significance.

LS: In looking at the results of the election of 1955, when you dissolved the

House the Social Credit had 52 seats. After that election, you had 37.

The*" Liberals had 4 seats at dissolution and gained some seats so that they

had 15. That is not an insignificant change in the seating and support.

What do you attribute that to?

ECM: Well, I guess it was a combination of things. By that time we were of

course beginning to feel - and I know they used it in the elections back

even before that - that the government had been in office too long. The

standard stock arguments, "It's time for a change." We'd been there since
1935, which was 20 years - in those days it was a long, long time for a

government, it exceeded most other governments in Canada. That was one of
the arguments.

The other factor in it, and 1 think in fairness credit should be given to

Harper Prowse as Liberal Leader - Prowse was a very aggressive leader, by

far the most aggressive leader they had had. Their leadership had not been

particularly dynamic before. For one thing, they'd gone through a long

period where first of all they'd formed this Unity Party with the

Conservatives and everybody else that was anti-government, that had only

one objective - to get rid of the Social Credit Government. Well, that was

a hybrid kind of organization that obviously couldn't have much strength

because they had no common bond except the one negative thing, that's

"throw the government out".

Then the Liberals pulled out of that, they were the first ones to pull

out. They felt that they had a better chance to go it on their own; at

least they saw a possibility of making some yards on their own. So as soon

as they thought that possibility was there, they wanted to shed the ties of

being this independent hybrid group that had really no ancestry or hope for

the future.
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Then they went through a period where they were not dynamic. As we

mentioned before, Prowse had come into the Legislature as the soldiers'
representative during the War; then at the end of the War when those

special representatives of the three forces were eliminated, he went with
the Liberals and shortly after became Liberal leader. And as I say, he was

a dynamic, vigorous type of leader, a vicious type of leader. Not too much

logic, but lots of volume -he could shout loudly. And he worked hard. He

really went to work.

They made an all-out effort in this election. And of course the type of

argument they used in the election was this business about Landerhew and

Lee and the Treasury Branches - this was incompetent bungling on the part

of the Government and they ought to be replaced by a new dynamic party,

which in their view was the Liberal Party. So it picked up a little
support, not too surprisingly.

LS: Do you recall whether there was any shift in rural-urban support?

ECM: They had support from both the rural and urban. I'm not clear on this, but

I think probably they picked up more support in the two cities, Edmonton

and Calgary, proportionately, than they did in the rural areas. That would
be due, I think, to two major things.

(1) The province was becoming more organized by that time. Edmonton and

Calgary were growing rapidly. And there was a tendency on the part of the

urban centres to look on the Social Credit government as rural-oriented. I
think that was sort of a carry-over from the fact that the movement had

started not just in the rural areas, but at the time that Social Credit
began, the province was so rural oriented that that was the dominant factor

in elections. And in the public mind, Social Credit was regarded as a

rural oriented party.

1 remember they used to raise the point that the cities were inadequately
represented, and they should have more representatives. But they always

argued that of course the government wouldn't agree to this because their
strength was among the farmers and the little towns. So they tried to give
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the impression that we were deliberately keeping the city representation
down - even though it had been increased - because our strength was not in
the cities. That was one thing.

(2) Secondly, the point that we've already mentioned about the export of

natural gas, which was an issue in that campaign. Edmonton and Calgary did

not"favour export, and the Opposition could strike quite a responsive chord

by playing up this fact that they were going to ban export of gas if they
were elected. Of course they interpreted that as meaning that the cities
would be guaranteed adequate permanent supplies of cheap gas for all time
to come. So that had an appeal in the cities that it would not have in the

other areas.

I think those are probably the major factors that led to some increase.

LS: Was the outcome a surprise to you?

ECM: No, 1 don't think we were particularly surprised by it. You see, right
after the War we had had all the boom of the post-War readjustment. That

had tapered off by this time, 10 years after the War now. And governments

go through those cycles. You do a lot of things, you go through a period
when there are a lot of issues, such as the post-War development period,
and all of that kind of thing.

And then it gets on to where each year is just sort of more of what you did
the year before, and there's nothing that keeps the public keyed up as if
they were in a crusade, the way they feel when you're facing two or three
big issues and dealing with them - they're either for you or against you,

but there's interest. By this time there wasn't that interest; it wasn't a

time of great public interest in government at all. They were generally
satisfied with the government, but there wasn't any great cause at that

period.

LS: So you had a feeling even before the outcome that there might be
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ECH: Yes, we assumed that we would probably lose a few seats, which we did. We

had plenty to spare; it didn't worry us at all.

LS: In an election which you gave in Red Deer the night before the election
day, you talked about Lee and Landerhew apparently, and you're quoted (in

the Albertan) as saying, "We have disassociated ourselves from them

completely." Why?

ECU: Well, I think they had been irresponsible in getting themselves and the

Government into that position. We were annoyed by that, quite frankly,

which probably had some influence on how we felt at the time. We were
plunged into this whole disruption - it was the only time in the 36 years

Social Credit was in office that we had an election inside of four years.

We always went our full term; we didn't like this idea of having premature

elections.

Secondly, they had been found guilty by a court of being in violation, and

forced to resign from the House. We took the position that as far as we

were concerned we were annoyed by this, but "they are your representatives
(in Lethbridge and Taber) and you're the ones that have to decide whether

this is acceptable to you in your representatives. We are not going to

support them. We're not coming out and saying you shouldn't; we're just
simply washing our hands. They're on their own."

The interesting thing was, both of the constituencies renominated them as

their member, and they both reelected them with bigger majorities than they

had before! So after they did that, we said, "Well, all right. The people

that they work for directly and who had the decision on whether they sat in

the House or not have said they're prepared to accept their explanation, so

that's their decision. Fine; they could come back and be treated the same

as before." They weren't excluded from the Party, but now were treated as

before as members of the Caucus.

LS: Do you recall also during that campaign why Mrs. Wilkinson, who was one of

the representatives from Calgary, didn't receive any constituency support
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for her reelection? Do you know, was there any issue there that you were

aware of?

ECM: No, 1 don't recall what it was. Mrs. Wilkinson was a very strong

individual. She was individualistic. She wasn't the type that worked with
constituency organizations. She had her own little organization. And 1

think it may well have been that she just preferred to run her own show.

You see, the practice in the cities as far as the Social Credit Party was

concerned in those days (the membership by that time in Edmonton and

Calgary was probably around seven or something like that) was to have a

city organization in each case, in which all seven candidates were

associated. They might have some separate structure within their
particular constituency within Edmonton or Calgary, but they pooled all
their campaign efforts - their advertising, their radio and newspaper

advertising, was done collectively. And Mrs. Wilkinson, as I recall,
didn't like this. She much preferred to run her own show, idependent of

the other 'candidates. It didn't mean that she didn't plug for them, or

they for her, but she just didn't like this pooled arrangement. She did

that in one or maybe two or three elections.

LS: She was the only woman in the House at that time, wasn't she?

ECM: I don't remember. We had a number of women right from the beginning. In

the first election there was a Mrs. Edith Gostick who later became

Provincial Librarian for many years. Mrs. Wood must have been in the House

at that time. There was a Mrs. Robinson from Medicine Hat who succeeded

her husband, Dr. John Robinson, who for some years was Minister of Labour.

He died in office, and his wife contested the seat and sat in the House for

quite a while. I think she was there at that time; I know Mrs. Wood was.

LS: During that election, three of your Cabinet Ministers were defeated - Mr.

Maynard , Mr. Gerhardt and Mr. Casey. I'm particularly interested in your

comments on Mr. Maynard. He had been Attorney General, certainly during

this whole period of time when these various technical, legal questions had
been raised, that were the immediate cause of your calling an election.
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He had seemed to be in a position towards the press of answering the

charges. What are your comments on the way he handled that, and to what do

you attribute his defeat?

ECM: I don't recall the particular things that created the problem for him in

the election. He represented the St. Paul constituency. It wasn't an easy

constituency to keep in touch with; it was quite a large riding and
sparsely settled in areas. It had a number of towns, St. Paul being the

big one. I think it was the kind of riding that proved a bit difficult for

a Minister who didn't live in it. It was a riding where people liked to

have their Member there, and once he was in the government of course he

resided in Edmonton and I don't think was able to maintain the contact with
the riding.

Mr. Maynard was a very capable man. He was elected in the sweep in 1935.
He'd been there from the beginning. He was rather an impulsive type of a

man - outspoken. He made a lot of friends, and he made a lot of enemies.
He was of these people who are very aggressive. I would not fault his
handling - he was a good lawyer, a good mind - of these legal issues that

came up during that time. But I think perhaps because of his manner in

handling things, probably he tended to irritate people, including some of
his own constituents.

LS: Also, his style, as far as I understand, was quite different than your own,

for instance.

ECM: Oh yes, we were entirely different in personalities and way of doing
things.

LS: I'm curious about how you worked over a long period of time together.

ECM: Mr. Maynard and I always worked together quite satisfactorily. By

temperament he was an impulsive type of individual. I think probably some

of the others of us in the government that were not as impulsive were good
for him; I think we had a certain stabilizing influence. And I wouldn't
say that having one or two Ministers that are impulsive is necessarily a
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bad thing. They keep things fired up. And he was that type! But we had

no difficulty working together.

Looking back before that time, Mr. Aberhart was Attorney General for a

number of years. He wasn't a lawyer. The original Attorney General was a

Mr. Hewgill, and he and Mr. Aberhart had a falling out over the

question of constitutionality of legislation - Mr. Haiwgill disagreed and

felt that certain legislation that the government was anxious to put

through was debatable as to its constitutionality and so advised the

Lieutenant Governor (some of the legislation on which assent was withheld),

and this undoubtedly was a big factor. Of course Mr. Aberhart asked him

for his resignation immediately. He said, "If you're a member of the

Cabinet, with Cabinet solidarity, if we decide this is what we're going to

do, you don't go to the Lieutenant Governor and say, 'What they're trying
to do is unconstitutional,'" or at least there's a question of it (which is
as far as Mr. Hewgill went).

So when Mr. ill and Mr. Aberhart separated, there were two other

lawyers in the house. One was a Mr. Has lam from McLeod. He was a quiet,
rural lawyer type. I think Mr. Aberhart's feeling was (and I could

understand him reaching that conclusion) was that Mr. Haslam was not the

type of person for a Cabinet position. He was a good, solid Member and

solid citizen. He was the small-town lawyer type of fellow, but not the

type of lawyer you'd want to throw into the position of Attorney General.

The other was Mr. Maynard. Now I think Mr. Aberhart felt, for one thing,
Mr. Maynard was very young in those days. He and I were the two youngest

Members in the House. And the Attorney General's position was of course a

very responsible position under any circumstances, and in our government in

those early days it was particularly onerous because we were fighting
Ottawa on constitutionality of legislation and disallowance and withholding
of assent, and all these serious constitutional issues.

We were fortunate in having in the Attorney General's department, the

deputies and senior counsel, very capable men. And I'm only assuming now

because he never discussed this wth me, but I think Mr. Aberhart was
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hesitant. I'm sure he thought of appointing Mr. Maynard as Attorney
General, but I think he felt that because he was young and perhaps because

of his impulsive nature (he tended to shoot from the hip) that he wasn't
the type of man to be Attorney General at that stage.

So he* (Mr. Aberhart) took the portfolio himself. Then when I came in, I
had to assess this matter, because I needed an Attorney General now. By

that time of course Mr. Maynard had been in the House, both he and I had

been in the House, eight and a half years, I guess we'd both matured

considerably. In Mr. Aberhart's case, he was an older man, years and years
older than Mr. Maynard. Him taking the Attorney General's portfolio
against the alternative of a young, rather impulsive lawyer, was recognized
by the public as well as within the circle.

It would have been different in my case, had I taken the Attorney

Generalship immediately. Mr. Maynard was older than I was. We didn't have

that age differential; we'd both been in the government the same length of

time. As far as experience was concerned, we'd both had the same years in

it. So I felt that the logical thing to do was to bring Mr. Maynard into
the Cabinet, and that's when he came in.

Then when he was defeated, I did take the Attorney General's office over

myself after that.

LS: I believe you also took on the Ministry of Mines and Minerals at the same

time. That leaves you then as Premier and with two portfolios. Is that

not extraordinary?

ECU: Yes, it's more than most Premiers carry. Both of these came about by

virtue of the circumstances referred to. I took on the portfolio of Mines
and Minerals when Mr. Tanner retired from the government to go back into
private life. And I did that for several reasons.

(1) The petroleum industry, the development of our petroleum and gas

resources, was so big a factor in the government's activities in those days
(we had all the hassle about export, the applications for export permits,
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the conservation, finding markets, all of this), it was a big, key point in

our administration. I felt that Mr. Tanner had been very successful in

that portfolio; he had the confidence of the public and the industry. And

I felt probably it would be less of a wrench, less of a dislocation, if I

took it over, rather than bring another man in altogether, and a new

Minister start up with it. I had worked with Mr. Tanner in the government
policy aspects of the resource development, and probably had more

discussions with him on that, by far, than anybody else in the government

as far as he was concerned.

So 1 took the Mines and Minerals portfolio over for that reason, and turned
the Treasury over to another man; I had had Treasury up till that time.
Mr. Alburg became our Treasurer.

In the case when Mr. Maynard was defeated, we then were left with a dearth

of lawyers. And I felt that if anybody was going to serve as Attorney
General who was not a lawyer, there would be more public acceptance of it
if I did it myself as Premier than bringing somebody in that was not a

lawyer. Later on, we had another lawyer (Mr. Gerhardt came in) and after

he had become established, I ultimately turried the portfolio of Attorney

General over to him.

LS: In terms of simply your personal energies and directions, how does one

handle that, as Premier and with two major portfolios?

ECM: Well, I guess I may be out of date and old-fashioned on this, but I've felt
for many years when we were in government and I feel it more since, the

great tendency of governments is to become oversized.

You see, your Minister is a policy man. He isn't running the Department,
from the standpoint of the nitty-gritty, the day to day work. What he's
got to know is first of all, what's going on. I don't agree with this

modern philosophy that the Minister is not responsible for what his staff

does. He's not responsible in the sense that they're the ones that do it,
but he has to know what they're doing. If they're not carrying out his

policy, then he's the one that has to act. Now, there's no reason why a
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Minister can't do that for a couple of departments.

Another thing, in my case, carrying these portfolios as Premier (and I
found the same thing when I was Treasurer), there is a lot of saving in

time. For example as Provincial Treasurer, in the preparation of the

estimates the Treasurer has to deal with every department. He has to know,

"Why do you want this amount of money? What's the justification for this
program?" and all of this. That's his job. Well, 1 had to know that as

Premier anyway, if I was going to do my job. So it didn't take me any more

time to gain that same information as Premier and Treasurer in one package,

than it would have if I'd been Treasurer or Premier. So it isn't a

duplication in that sense.

And to some degree, in the Mines and Minerals portfolio, because it was so

dominant in our overall government policy decisions, I had to know what was

going on in the department anyway. And I used to discuss it with Mr.
Tanner and he with me. So it wasn't a tremendous difference for me to

discuss it-directly with the Deputy Ministers and chairmen of the boards in

that department instead of with the man who had been Minister of the

Department.

In the Attorney General's department, in a sense the same thing applied.
Legal decisions of governments, a decision where you're going to take

action (apart from the nitty-gritty stuff which can be handled by your
departmental solicitors anyway), the government has to know, certainly the

Premier has to know -at least, I wanted to know. So if I found it out as

Attorney General, I found it out as Premier at the same time. It just
meant it was one person sitting around instead of three.

As I say, to my mind today the tendency to proliferate Cabinet Ministers, I
think is just ridiculous. In Alberta, to my mind, right now it's utterly

indefensible to have 29 Cabinet Ministers in a province of 2 million
people! That's two more than the Government of Canada, and heaven knows

they're overloaded with administration. I don't agree with that philosophy

at all. I think there's no reason at all why a good Cabinet Minister can't

carry a second portfolio if necessary.
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Quite frankly, I think there's more justification for the Premier carrying
a second portfolio than for the Minister, because the Minister to be a

top-flight man should specialize in his Department. But my interpretation
of the Premier's office's responsibility was that you had to specialize in

all of them. So it wasn't that different.

And there is the other factor to it (it's a minor thing and of course today

it wouldn't even thought about), there are the economies that go with
it. You don't get paid for two portfolios or three portfolios. You

collect your one salary whether you're Premier and one Minister, Premier
and no Ministers, or Premier and two portfolios. So there is a

considerable saving there!

When 1 left the government, we had a maximum of 13 Cabinet Members, and two

of those were Ministers without Portfolio, so we actually had 11 Ministers
counting myself, and that was adequate.

LS: On that issue, why is the other kind of philosophy prevalent today? Why

are we moving the other way?

ECM: 1 really don't know. To me it makes absolutely no sense. And it doesn't

stop just with the Cabinet Ministers. And this is where the public get

hooked for so many terrible, unnecessary expenses. The trend in the last
number of years (more pronounced I think in Alberta than in any other

province in Canada) is to have two, three, even four Deputy Ministers in a

Department, or Assistant Deputy Ministers. That's utter nonsense. You

don't need that. I've never counted them up, but somebody told me recently

there are well over 50 Deputy Ministers in Alberta today. A dozen and a

half at the outside could run the Province without the slightest bit of
difficulty.

LS: Do you think it's a thing about specialization?

ECM: No, 1 think it's just the natural tendency to build empires. Some people
think there's merit in size, that big is beautiful. I don't agree with
that. I think the smaller you can keep your organization, as long as it's
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big enough to do the job and also to keep your ministers from doing the

routine administrative stuff. That's what your staff is for. Your

minister's supposed to be a decision maker, a policy maker, a supervisor,
to be sure that the departments are carrying out the policy of the

government in the most efficient manner possible. If he's going to get

involved in a whole lot of detail himself, well sure then the next thing is

"I'll bring in another Deputy," and then he'll have another one to do the

same for him. »

And then on top of that, what you have today in this Province - and some

others, I don't say Alberta's the only one in this - is the involving of

Members in all these task forces. There are scads of these things today;

they even pay them now - Members are paid to serve on task forces. To me

that's utterly ridiculous. If you have a good Minister and a good Deputy

and good staff under them, you don't need any of that stuff at all.

Anything of that kind that's done ought to be done in the Legislature, done

as a public service; it shouldn't be a specialized side sinecure for a

bunch of Members to make some extra money at public expense.

LS: That is a whole trend too, isn't it?

ECM: Oh, very much so. And it's not only that it's shot government costs

through the roof, but one of the worst things from the public standpoint is

that it's so time-consuming. Today, if you apply to a government
department or something, you usually have to start about four down the list
of deputy ministers, and he may refer it up to the next one, and him to the

next one, and then by that stage they'll decide they ought to have a task

force to examine it for six months; then it has to go to a Cabinet
Committee, and then it has to go to a Caucus, and then they decide they

have to put it over till next year because there are too many other

things! And this is why you can't get decisions. This is one of the

greatest public criticisms I hear all the time, in the business world

particularly, where time is valuable, and especially in periods of

inflation where delays in decisions can result in costs pyramiding
something terrible.
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It would be an absolute scandal in this country today if somebody could

pinpoint the increased costs to the public that are due directly to the

time it takes to get decisions from governments and from government

regulatory bodies. It's absolutely scandalous.

LS: The other phenomenon you find that's interesting is that you find with

larger cabinets, inner cabinets - there almost seem to be layers of

cabinets. You talk about the "heavy weights" in that Cabinet, and the
"light-weights" - or whatever. Do you think that's part of that?

ECM: It's part of it. I know the philosophy of an "inner Cabinet" goes back a

long way. It's been used in Britain; they have inner Cabinets, they have

categories of Cabinet Ministers. And I don't deny but what there's some
argument for that . Some departments by their very nature are more vital

and require a prominent position in the formation of government policy more

so than others. Some ministers, by their own personalities and capacities
and abilities, obviously stand up above the others. There's a natural
tendency for leaders of governments to look to those people as advisors,
more than to others. That's the positive side.

But the negative side I think is there too. By law and by tradition, all
Cabinet ministers are jointly responsible for the decisions of government,

and I can understand a Cabinet minister not wanting to say, "You can have a

little super Cabinet over here at the side who will make some very vital
policy decisions in which we are not involved, but we are responsible and

have to answer for those, the same as everybody else." But my main

criticism of it is the proliferation of the ministries that just builds up

empires.

LS: Returning now to 1955, after your election, you have a second session of

the Legislature-, from August 17th to 25th, and there are five or six pieces
of legislation passed. I want to look at two of them only.

One is Chapter 4, which was the Act to Amend the Legislative Assembly Act,
going back then to the whole claim by Prowse about retroactive contracts
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and the ability of your members to sit. What else is included in that

piece of legislation?

ECM: It simply plugged any possible loopholes where it could be argued, at the

time or retroactively, that there was any question about the validity of

everything that had been done.

LS: Let me just raise something on that whole question about loopholes. There

seems to be discussion about that time about how detailed a piece of

legislation should be. There are two ends of the spectrum on this one.

What are your comments about that?

ECM: You can't generalize on it. As a matter of principle, and I think a matter

of good government, legislation should in itself be as specific as it's
reasonable to make it. I say "reasonable" rather than "possible", because

theoretically you could spell out every detail in an act, but every act

would become a book which would be utterly confusing because it spells out

too much ih detail.

The extreme the other way from that is what they call "enabling
legislation", that does nothing more than say, "The Lieutenant Governor in

Council may do so-and-so and so-and-so," and those so-and-so's are so broad

that you can do anything and ratify what you do by Order-in-Council.

So you have the two extremes. You have the one that wants to spell out

every detail in an act and they scream about Orders-in-Council all the

time, "Government by Order-in-Council." Really, most of the criticism of
Government by Orders-in-Council is invalid; it's unsound and unfair,
because the great bulk of Orders-in-Council are obviously things that you

would not do and should not do by legislation. If you want to appoint

somebody to cut the grass or something like this, you don't want an Act of
Parliament to do that! Thousands of routine things, to be made official in

government structure have to be approved by the government. And the way

you give that approval officially is by Order-in-Council .



TEXTNAME: july22/81 (R)P: 26

and the ability of your members to sit. What else is included in that
piece of legislation?

ECM: It simply plugged any possible loopholes where it could be argued, at the
time or retroactively, that there was any question about the validity of

everything that had been done.

LS: Let me just raise something on that whole question about loopholes. There

seems to be discussion about that time about how detailed a piece of

legislation should be. There are two ends of the spectrum on this one.

What are your comments about that?

ECM: You can't generalize on it. As a matter of principle, and I think a matter

of good government, legislation should in itself be as specific as it's
reasonable to make it. I say "reasonable" rather than "possible", because

theoretically you could spell out every detail in an act, but every act

would become a book which would be utterly confusing because it spells out
too much ih detail.

The extreme the other way from that is what they call "enabling
legislation", that does nothing more than say, "The Lieutenant Governor in
Council may do so-and-so and so-and-so," and those so-and-so's are so broad

that you can do anything and ratify what you do by Order-in-Council.

So you have the two extremes. You have the one that wants to spell out

every detail in an act and they scream about Orders-in-Council all the

time, "Government by Order-in-Council." Really, most of the criticism of
Government by Orders-in-Council is invalid; it's unsound and unfair,
because the great bulk of Orders-in-Council are obviously things that you

would not do and should not do by legislation. If you want to appoint
somebody to cut the grass or something like this, you don't want an Act of
Parliament to do that! Thousands of routine things, to be made official in

government structure have to be approved by the government. And the way

you give that approval officially is by Order-in-Council.



TEXTNAME: july22/81 (R)P: 27

It's a very popular thing with the media, and usually with the Opposition,

to say, "Oh, the governments believe in government by Order-in-Council.
They do everything this way now." 90% of that's pure political nonsense

and it's completely untrue.

On the other hand, there is a tendency with some governments (I don't say

we were always innocent of this - it's a debatable point where you draw the

line) of not making the legislation sufficiently clear, and leaving too

much to Order-in-Council.

The two valid criticisms against that, if you go to extremes that way are,
number one, you take out of the hands of the Assembly some decisions that

more properly should be made by the members there because they are the

people's representatives. And you transfer that over to a cabinet and they

made the decisions.

Secondly (and this is particularly important in major policies and it's
even more important in some respects nationally than provincially), when

you can do a lot of things by Order-in-Council, the government has the

power to change the rules in the midst of the game.

This is particularly damaging in areas such as resource development, to

take a concrete case that affects this province, both provincially and

nationally. Where you have a situation such as resource development, to

proceed in that field requires companies to come in and made investments of

millions and millions of dollars - today billions of dollars.

Take a concrete example of the type of thing I mean, the megaprojects such
as the tar sands or heavy oil plants, where you're talking about $B-15
billion for one project. A company going into a thing of that magnitude,
in fairness, should know in advance what the rules are going to be. If

they can only spend $lO billion, and then a government by Order-in-Council
can change some regulations with respect to their royalties or their taxes

or something, and they say, "If we'd know this, we'd never have done this

thing. We assumed that what you said were the rules, were the rules."
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If it's in legislation, sure it can be changed, but it can only be changed

by public debate in the Legislature, where the arguments have to be

advanced and it's ultimately changed. But leaving this thing to be done by

Order-in-Council gives the government so much flexibility to make changes

that in some cases it can be grossly unfair to investors who have spent

billions of dollars on the assumption that the ground are going to be such,

only to find that somebody passed an Order-in-Council and they're living
with a different set of ground rules altogether.

Now it isn't only a matter of money. These things can happen in the area

even of social services. People assume that they're going to qualify for a

pension, they assume they're going to qualify for some health care, and

somebody passes an Order-in-Council that changes the rules.

I can give you an illustration of this, and I'll leave the names out to

protect the innocent, as they say. I know a case within the last number of
years where a group of businessmen acquired a property and built a facility
for the care of alcoholics. They did this after a survey by a professional
firm had checked the situation in both the United States and Canada and

found that there were a number of very successful places like that.

The type they had in mind was, key people, say, executives or professional
people, who have an alcoholism problem and it's destroying their
capabilities. They're good people, and many of them on their own decision
ultimately face up to this and decide they've got to get some treatment to

get rid of it. Or, often their companies will say, "Look, we can't keep

you on if you're going on like this, but if your're prepared, we're wiling
to pay your expenses and send you to this sanitarium (or whatever it is)

for treatment. I think maybe it can help you if you're willing to

cooperate, and if it does, fine." A lot of that goes on today.

Anyway, as a result of this, they found that there were successful places,

and that there was very little of that kind of thing in Canada. There were

a lot of people in this country going down to the States to these places.
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So they acquired the property, they borrowed a bunch of money, they built

the facility, they engaged a man who had a good track record, they
developed a program for treating the alcoholic cases of this kind, and went

into operation. They recognized that there was going to be a period of
time when this thing would not carry itself. It had a break-even point of

about half its capacity or something like this. And they were moving along

nicely; the results in the relatively short time they were in operation
were quite successful - they had a good track record.

Then all at once the government of the province changed their medical care

regulations - this is what I'm talking about, by Order-in-Council. And it
looked like a very, very good change. What they did was include alcoholism
treatment of this kind in the medical program. What this meant was, now a

person could go to a sanitarium, even if it was outside the country, and

the government would pay not necessarily all, but a very large part of the

cost. This kind of treatment is costly, especially when you go to a

sanitarium.

The facility that this group had built in Alberta was not recognized by the

government as a hospital or sanitarium, for various technical reasons. The

program was ideal, it was getting good results, but it didn't qualify by

all the rigamarole and red tape of definition. So what happened was, here

was an institution in this province, with a good program, but if people
wanted to go there from Alberta or elsewhere in Canada, they had to pay

100% of the cost. They could go down to the United States to a place where

the program was certainly no better, and in many cases not as good, and the

government would pay 75-85% of it!

This place immediately found themselves in an impossible position. There

was no way people were going to go and pay $3,000 or something like this

out of their own pocket when they could get the government to do it if they
went to one in the States. So they decided they'd sell the property; they
had no alternative. The thing was obviously going to fold.

The property was near a river in Alberta. They were not worried about the

property because it was a valuable property and it was ideally located.
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Just at the time they were going to put the property on the market, another

Order-in-Council came out. This put a freeze on property all along the

river! You could not develop there without approval of government - this

is the "green belt" or whatever they call it. So overnight the market for

the property disappeared. Now, you could sell it, sure, but the people

buying it could only develop what the government approved could be

developed. You can readily see what this does to a market.

They did sell it ultimately,„for a form of hotel development, because that

was permitted in that zone. But it very nearly put the company into
bankruptcy. And the people who put up the initial capital lost well over

50% of their investment. Two Orders-in-Council. This goes on all the

time. That's why I don't like that kind of practice.

LS: The second piece of legislation from that second session of 1955 was an Act

Respecting the Marketing of Agricultural Products. Two questions,

basically. What were the provisions of the Act, and secondly, why was it

so controversial?

ECM: This Act dealt with agricultural products, and had been something that the

farm organizations had been pressing for for years. The idea of marketing
boards is not new, in fact they've been in Ontario for many, many years,

and British Columbia has been a province where there have been a lot of

marketing boards for everything from fruit to vegetables to livestock and

everything else.

The concept of a marketing board is that the farmers are organized under a

plan whereby all of the producers (except some minor exceptions) are

required to market the product to which that marketing board applies

through the marketing board. In other words, it's collective marketing.
The board becomes the marketing agent.

One of the first ones, I think, to be established in Alberta, was a poultry

marketing board. That meant that all those who were poultry producers
under the definition that was in the plan had to market their poultry

products through the Poultry Marketing Board.
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The farmers' argument for these things is that the producer of a primary
product is always at the bottom of the ladder when it comes to prices

because he's the one producer that cannot dictate what his prices will be.

He takes what the market will pay him. And I have a tremendous lot of
sympathy, particularly for those in agriculture, for that reason. They

produce the food that keeps the world living, but it's one of the

industries where somebody else always tells them what they'll get for their
produc t.

If you go to a company to buy an automobile, you don't say, "I'll pay you

so much for the car," and the fellow says, "Thank you very much, here it

is." He tells you what you'll pay for it. But that isn't true when it

comes to agricultural products. There, somebody else always tells the

farmer what he's going to pay for it. So they had pressured for these

things for years.

The structure, as I say, is to set up a board. The producer is required to

sell his product through it, and then the proceeds are distributed.

Some of their demands in respect to these things are quite extreme, and

others are more modest. The extreme ones go as far as wanting the

marketing boards to control the amount of production. In other words, put

quotas on production. This arises from the argument (and this came up, I

remember, in the poultry business) that "they're producing too many eggs.

They're a glut on the market, and that's what's putting the price down.

The thing to do is kill off the chickens and cut down the number of eggs

and then the price will go up." And if the board can set quotas on the

number of chickens that you can have or the number of eggs that you can

market, you can do this.

That type of thing gained very little sympathy in Alberta. The quota end
of it was always frowned on, even by a very large number of the producers

themselves. They don't like that kind of stuff. Incidentally, there is a

substantial number of producers that are completely opposed to marketing

boards anyway, on principle because they think it's interfering with their

individual freedom to do what they like with their own products.
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However, there was the pressure for this, and we finally passed this

legislation to authorize the setting up of marketing boards. The way it
was done under the Act was that a group of producers could get together and

organize themselves and develop a marketing plan. They would define a zone

to which it would apply - it might be half the province or just a couple of

municipalities, or whatever they decided. They would work out a definition
for a producer. I don't remember the exact figures, but I think in the

poultry thing a farmer with less than 100 or less than 50 hens was exempt.

This was so that the little stuff that he had for himself wasn't bothered

by the marketing board. It was really trying to get at the large

commercial producers.

Now, under this legislation, when they drafted a scheme of this kind, then

it had to be submitted to a structure that was set up in the department of

government to supervise these things, and if approved, then to be effective
this legislation provided that it had to go by plebiscite to the producers

affected, and it had to be supported by at least 51% of the producers

affected.

This was where the controversy arose. What the producers who were

favorable to marketing boards wanted was 50% of the producers voting, which

is very different from 50% of the producers affected. If you had a zone,
for example, where there were 1,000 producers, and you're talking about 50%
of the producers affected, of course you've got to have 501 producers say

"yes". If it's 50% of the producers voting, and only 300 of the 1,000
might go out to vote, then it only took 151 to put it in effect.

That's what they wanted; we said "no". We didn't like these things in

principle, quite frankly. They were in conflict withour own concept of

individual freedom and not interfering with the rights of people to do what

they like, especially with their own products. We said, "No. When you

impose a board like this you're affecting every producer, whether he likes
the plan or not. So it's only fair that every producer affected by the

plan have an opportunity to vote on it. And you have to get a majority of

the producers affected.
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They had an argument - and I'll admit there was some validity to it. They
said, "The practical effect of that formula is that all a producer has to

do if he doesn't like the plan is stay home. He doesn't even need to go

out and vote against you. If one over 50% stay home and don't vote at all,
the thing's defeated, because they haven't got 50% of the producers."

So that was a battleground for years. Now it was changed later on.

Ultimately, the legislation did away with the "producers affected", and

that was agreed to for the very practical reason that you can't force a man

to go out and vote. It created an unusual situation. They used to argue,

"You don't do that in elections - you don't say a Member has to have 51% of

the people affected; it's 51% of those that go out to the polls."

When it was changed so that it was a majority of the people voting, the

percentage was raised, I think to 66 2/3% instead of 51%. But there was a

lot of controversy over that.

LS: You say thht you're not in favor of this kind of legislation, but your

Government in fact does pass it. Why?

ECM: Well, it comes back to the responsibility of government in a democratic
structure. You're there to give the people the results that they want from

the management of their affairs. Your're not there to rule over the

people; you're there to administer their affairs for them. We felt that if
the producers (who had legitimate grievances - we didn't quarrel with that

at all), if a majority of the ones affected by the thing said, "We want

this; we're prepared to sacrifice our individual freedom for the advantages
we see in this." We said, "We'll respect that. We think your judgment is
wrong; we don't think you're wise in doing it. But if that's what you

want , so be it ."

LS: A couple of other small issues come in 1955. The Albertan writes a rather

interesting editorial in August of that year, commenting on the fact that

you barred reporters from the Calgary Herald and the Edmonton Journal from

your press conferences. I don't know for how long, or what the reasons

were, but that's one of the questions.
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The second thing is that the Albertan says that they in fact agree with
what you apparently felt about the behaviour of these reporters, but they

felt that they should be there in the conferences in any event. Why did

you bar reporters at that time? What happened?

ECM: I d on't recall what the particular thing was - I don't remember the actual

event. I can only assume it was from some completely gross

misrepresentation of what we had said to them at some press conference. We

said, "Well, if that's your type of reporting, don't come here, because we
/

don't want that kind of reporting." This happened a number of times.

The Herald of course was always very antagonistic, as a paper, to the
Government. It may have been something that they distorted after the

reporter turned it in to them, or something he reported, but the only ones

we could hold responsible were the ones that came and got the information
at the press conference.

LS: Would that go on for a long period of time?

ECM: Oh no, not as a rule. We usually banned them for a few weeks

LS: Another thing that I think was interesting was raised by Preston. He says

during this period of time 1953, '54, '55 - somewhere in there - the CBC

put out special regulations on religious broadcasts and soliciting of
funds. And the question is, Was there a feeling that this was aimed
particularly at Alberta? Do you recall anything about that period of time?

ECM: Well, yes, 1 do. I don't think it was aimed at Alberta as far as religious
broadcasting was concerned. I think they may have had myself in mind
because what I was doing in religious broadcasting had nothing to do with
the Government. They were not a political or government thing. I have had

this national radio program that 1 have been completely responsible for

since 1948 and been associated with since 1930, that originated in 1925.

It's been on the air consecutively for 56 - we start our 57th year in

September of this year, 1981. It's by far the oldest continuous religious
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program in Canada. It's never been underwritten; it's carried entirely by

the freewill support of radio listeners.

Now, the regulatory athorities in radio came out with some regulations

restricting the appeals for funds for religious broadcasts on the air. To

be fair to them (I have no way of knowing this one way or the other, but to

be fair to them) I honestly think that it was aimed primarily at a number

of American religious programs that were coming into Canada, that they felt
(or somebody felt) were soliciting money in this country and taking it
out. There was a lot of that going on. As I say, while it adversely

affected us more than any other group in the field of religious
broadcasting in Canada, I wouldn't say they did it to be spiteful at us. 1
know some said that, and felt it very strongly, but I'm more inclined to

think it was done because of the amount of American religious broadcasting.

There were some rather amusing aspects to this, that I guess there's no

harm in telling you about. The regulations were sent to the radio stations
- they're the ones that the regulatory people control. They don't deal

with the broadcaster at all; they deal with the station. And the effect of

one of these regulations was that you could only ask for financial support
for religious service if the program originated from a church or by a

church, and you could only ask on the station located where the church
was. In other words, if you had a church in Edmonton you could appeal for

money on an Edmonton station, but you couldn't do it all over the country.

Of course, in the case of our broadcast, which goes from Vancouver to

Halifax and is not a church (it's a non-denominational laymen's work, not

identified with any church) none of this applied. So of course what we

started getting were letters from the radio stations saying, "We draw your

attention to such-and-such a regulation which has been drawn to our

attention by the regulatory people." And most of them were very good; all

they did was draw this to our attention. "We're sure that you'll conform
with this ."

Well, there was no way we could conform. Fortunately, in our case, we

don't make a point of appealing for money on the air. We mention the fact
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that we're supported entirely by freewill support, but 1 don't agree at all

with making big direct financial appeals. If we go behind we'll say,

"Look, we're going to have to drop a few stations if we don't get some more

support," and that kind of appeal, but not a concerted appeal.

So a couple of times, I'll admit - 1 did this humourously as much as

otherwise - I'd make the kind of comment on our broadcast, "Many of you

people know that this work is an unsponsored laymen's ministry; it's
entirely voluntary," which also gave us a preferred position. [One of the

rules of our broadcast is that nobody can get paid if they go on it. It's
purely donated time. We don't pay people at all; it's a voluntary work

completely. The only expense we have is the radio time and the secretaries
to handle the correspondence.] So we'd go on and say, "As you have known

for many years, this is an unsponsored ministry; it's made possible purely

by the freewill support of the radio listeners, but we are advised by the

radio stations that we can no longer tell you about our needs because the

CRTC prohibits us from telling you this."

What we were really saying to them was, "We're sorry we can't tell you of

our needs because the regulatory people say we can't tell you that we need
support." Well, usually our support went up significantly every time we

said that! Then we'd get an occasional letter from a station saying, "Wait
a minute now; this is abusing the intent of the regulation." But they

never attacked us. Some of the stations got jittery.

LS: One final question. 1955 was the 50th anniversary of our Province. I'm
interested in your Government's philosophy and approach to how a Government
celebrates this - particularly the kind of style, the kind of projects -

and how you feel that compared to the 75th anniversary.

ECM: Well, you know all comparisons are odious, so I don't know whether I should
deal with that!

Our thought was that there should be some appropriate recognition of the 50

years that the Province had been incorporated. We leaned, as far as any

substantial amount of money was concerned, toward permanent memorials of
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the anniversary, and of course the two key ones that we ultimately decided
on where the two Jubilee auditoria, one for the northern half of the

Province (usually thought of as Edmonton) and the one in the south

(Calgary). The philosophy and the publicity at the time was that one was

for northern Alberta, one was for southern Alberta.

We agreed to provide these; they're identical. It's rather significant,
they cost us about $6.5 million apiece, $l3 million built the two of them,

and they're pretty beautiful auditoria, if 1 do say so. They've served I

think a tremendous purpose. They've been used almost daily from that time.

Those were the two major things. In addition to that, there were certain
modest grants made to municipalities. And we encouraged them, though I

don't say that we insisted, to put their grants into permanent things as

far as possible. A lot of them built recreational centres - maybe a

curling rink or swimming pool or something of that kind. In other words,

the whole emphasis was on permanent facilities, not just something that was

splurged afid the week after it's gone and nobody the better.

I guess the total amount- we spent wouldn't be over $2O million, and I think

it was a good celebration. To me, the amount of money spent on the 7 sth

was completely unjustified. I think it was ostentatious, and not warranted

at all.

LS: Doesn't a government have to be careful of the extent or manner of the

celebration? People want to celebrate. Or do governments feel those

pressures at all?

ECM: Yes, you get the pressures because local regions get ideas of what they'd
like to do, and usually the first thing they do when they get the idea is
come to the government to ask them to pay for it!

It's a difference of philosophy. To me, and to my feeling when I was in

government, I was simply a trustee and custodian of public money. It
wasn't mv money to make a big fellow of myself and say, "Sure, we'll give
you a million dollars -go and put on a bash." It's the public's money,
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and governments haven't the right to spend public money that way. We felt

in the case of the auditoria that this was something which the public
themselves were going to enjoy by the thousands over years. These things

were built to last for 50 years. And for that reason you were providing a

facility not only for present but even for future generations. It would be

not only a nice memorial, but they were getting something in return. But

to just hand out money for local communities to put on a nice bash - I

don't think it's an appropriate use of public funds, quite frankly, and I

would never do it under any circumstances.
i

LS: I wonder what the 100th is going to be like?

ECM: Well, I don't know. If what's happened on the 75th is anything to go by,
it'll be pretty ostentatious!

LS: O.K. Good.
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