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LS: Mr. Manning, I'd like to talk this morning about a current occurence in the
city. We've just seen a week of a Billy Graham Crusade in Alberta. You
were active and in fact took part in that Crusade. I'd like to know some
things about your relationship with Mr. Graham, perhaps some background -

how far back does it go? Why do you consider Mr. Graham significant
today? What can he tell us today? And, why are people interested in his

message? What is he saying to us?

And also, the history of your relationship with him, or in fact, was it
an Alberta Government relationship with him?

ECM: To answer your last question first, there was no relationship between Mr.
Graham and the Government of Alberta. I have known Mr. Graham personally
for well over 25 years. Our contacts have been few and far between until
he came to Edmonton for the Crusade to which you referred. The last time
I'd seen him to talk to him personally was 1968. I had talked to him in
the interval by telephone and had correspondence with him, but not to see
him personally.

Billy Graham started his Christian ministry in the Youth for Christ
organizaton when he was quite a young person. He was a very personable,
dynamic young man, and had a normally successful ministry with Youth for
Christ. But about 35 years ago, I guess it was, he moved into what is
often referred to as "crusade evangelism" - the large crusades. The first
one which attracted national attenition in the States (and international
attention) was a crusade in Los Angeles.

I think the reason for the attention it attracted was that at that
particular crusade there were a number of well-known national figures,
particularly some from the entertainment world - Stu Hamlin who was
well-known as a popular song writer, for example, made a commitment of his
life to Christ at that rally. And a number of others did also. This
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attracted a good deal of attention, particularly in the American press, I
suppose because these people were prominent figures.

The Heaths newspaper chain, which was very influential in the United

States, was tremendously impressed by this. I don't know whether some of

their close personal associates were touched by it, but that particular
newspaper chain gave a great deal of both national and international
publicity to what had transpired at the Los Angeles crusade.

I think it could truthfully be said that that was the point at which,
publicity-wise, Mr. Graham became known nationally and internationally.

And from there on he moved entirely, with a team, into that particular type
of evangelism, and their work built up around the world.

It's significant that today Billy Graham is undoubtedly one of the ten

best-known men in the world, and rated as a rule in the opinion polls and

things of that kind as one of the most respected and trusted men in the

world. Undoubtedly, the public interest in his crusades for many, many

years now has to a considerable extent been due to the fact that he is a

world figure. He has been a confidante of Presidents, Governors, and world

leaders in politics, religion, and so on. And as a result, there are not

very many people who haven't at least heard of Billy Graham. His is almost

a household name.

For years now his crusades have attracted tremendous public interest. Even

here in Edmonton it's interesting, and this is an area where there are a

great many other activities on. It's not quite the same as the big

crusades in the Asiatic countries where these things are unique events, and
where he has had crowds in excess of 1 million, at one rally, and crowds of

over 100,000 are very commonplace. But in the United States and Canada,
the public interest is very, very high. The last time I had heard Mr.
Graham speak before he came here, was when I attended an evening rally in
Tempe, Arizona. This was one of the regular crusades that they hold in

cities throughout the United States, and there were about 33,000 people
present that evening in the football stadium. Here in Edmonton, the

Coliseum seats about 16,000, and it was pretty well filled. I think the
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lowest crowd was 13,500-14,000, and the last Sunday, in addition to the
Coliseum being packed out, there were another 5,500 by closed circuit

television in the Gardens, which shows the public interest.

Mr. Graham's ministry has been unique. It is simplistic in the sense that

he deliberately confines himself to simple, clear presentation of the
Christian Gospel. It's not profound; there are no great philosophical

pronouncements. I don't doubt at all that Billy has a particular gift in

that evangelism field, what I have often referred to as a "reaping

ministry". He's not a deep teacher of Biblical truth; he doesn't purport

to be. He confines his message to a straightforward challenge to the

individual to face up to the inherent weaknesses in human nature, the

tendencies to evil in human nature, the fact that man is incapable of

changing his own nature and therefore altering himself by human effort
alone, and that the theme of the Christian gospel is that God provided

through the death and resurrection of Christ a possibility for people to

have a personal relationship with Him which will bring about that change in

human nature.

One of the greatest areas of the Graham crusades that gets very little

public attention and yet is an integral part of the whole thing is the

tremendous emphasis they place on appropriate and thorough follow-up of the

work. Those people who respond at a Graham crusade - in making a

rededication of their lives or a first-time commitment of their lives to

Christ - each one, are talked to by a counsellor. Ahead of the Crusade in

Edmonton, there was a three-month series of training courses for

counsellors in Christian work, which over 700 people took. No one is

permitted to act as a counsellor unless they have taken specific training.

It isn't just a matter of anybody coming along and saying, "Let me discuss

your problems with you." The people that do it are trained counsellors,
and well-trained. They have a team that does nothing but hold seminars and

study groups for the careful training of counsellors.

So all those who make a response at the Crusade are personally talked to by
a counsellor, any personal problems they wish to disclose are talked over

with people who are knowledgeable about what can be done to help them, and
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then a record of all of those who respond is made and they are referred to

the local pastors in the city where the crusade is held. If the individual
responding indicates a preference for a church, that's indicated, and they
are referred to that church.

It was rather interesting that Mr. Graham and the others were telling me

that in Edmonton a significantly high number of those who responded

indicated no church association or preference whatever. In that case, they

are referred, as a rule, to the nearest church to where they live, that is
participating in the crusade. In Edmonton about 240 churches were involved
in the crusade.

All these references are followed up afterward with careful personal

contacts by pastors and workers from the churches, and in addition the

Graham organization has produced some basic information material which is
given to these people, that gets them started into Bible study and basic
understanding of Christian life. All of that goes on quietly behind the

scenes, but Mr. Graham himself emphasizes (and we have talked about this in
private conversation a number of times) the tremendous importance attached

to that. It's impossible at a great crusade where people are coming
forward by the hundreds (for example, in Edmonton the total number of

public responses was over 4,300) to adequately talk to those people and be
sure you know what their problem is. So all of that is the follow-up work
which takes place afterward.

I refer to Mr. Graham's ministry as a reaping ministry. Many of those
people have a background of spiritual experience - some very little, some

may have been influenced by churches, by personal contact with Christian
people, any of a hundred ways - but they have never made a public
commitment to Christ. What Mr. Graham seeks to do is (1) to get them to

take that initial step of not being ashamed of what they profess to

believe, and to say, "I'll take a stand for what I believe," and then (2)

to see that there are the local facilities for follow-up so they can

develop and grow, and get into some active Christian work.

LS: Mr. Manning, when did you first meet Mr. Graham? How was that contact

made?
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ECM: I think the first time I met him was very casual, when he came through here

when he was still with Youth for Christ. He spoke in both Calgary and

Edmonton at that time, with a group of young people, 35 years or more ago.

The next time I met him, that I can remember, when I had an opportunity for

a chat with him, was when he was holding a crusade in Toronto on one

occasion when there was a Federal-Provincial conference on in Ottawa. I

was there as Premier of Alberta at the time, and they had arranged a

one-night meeting in Ottawa in the football stadium, so I got a couple of

the other Premiers and we went out to the service. We met with the group

ahead of the meeting, and I had the opportunity to introduce these men to

Billy Graham, and we chatted for a while then. And then after the meeting,

he was staying at the same hotel I was in, so I got in touch with him

afterward, and we got together and had a chat for an hour or so.

That's years and years ago. Then back over the years I've talked to him

over the phone on matters that have come up of mutual interest, not

frequently, but from time to time. Then, in 1967, when the preparation was

under way in Canada for our Centennial year, I had discussed with a number

of colleagues and Christian laymen and some pastors who shared a concern

that I had that it would be appropriate and, I thought, rather important,

that in celebrating our 100th anniversary there be given some recognition

to spiritual values as well as all the secular and material activities

which were being planned. I had in mind seeing if perhaps we could get

Mr. Graham to come to Canada during the Centennial year, probably to have

one of his associates have a brief (perhaps one-week) crusade in each of

the capital cities across the country, with Mr. Graham coming in for the

last weekend for one service, and ending up with a national week in Ottawa,
the capital of the nation, in conjunction with the Centennial.

I talked to a goodly number of people, including the Prime Minister, Mr.

Pearson, who was very sympathetic and favourable to the idea. I was asked

to explore the possibility of doing this. A friend of mine from the States
was also a close personal friend of Mr. Graham's for many years. I had a

chat with him because I knew he saw Billy quite frequently, and he felt

that it would be the type of thing that Mr. Graham would consider quite

appropriate. After all, the idea of giving a spiritual dimension to a

national celebration was certainly something that seemed appropriate.
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This man I refer to was out in Alberta, at Jasper, for a vacation, and the
Graham organization had had a crusade in Vancouver with Mr. Leyton Ford,
who is an associate evangelist with Mr. Graham, and incidentally is Mr.

Graham's brother-in-law (he's married to Mr. Graham's sister). Mr. Graham

was coming into Vancouver for the closing weekend of the crusade, and this

mutual friend said, "I'll be talking to Billy, and I'll see if I can get

him to slip over to Jasper for a day. He's probably enjoy a day's rest

after the crusade," and he wanted to know if I'd come out to Jasper if Mr.
Graham could come. I said certainly I would.

And that came about. Mr. Graham came over and spent a couple of days in

Jasper, and I went out for a days and we discussed the whole idea of him

coming to Canada in 1968. He was very sympathetic to it. I discussed with

him and a couple of his colleagues that were along, the appropriate
procedure to get this under way, and they pointed out that when they're

going into another country (other than the United States), particularly if

it was anything that had a national complexion to it (which this would have

had since it was in connection with the national Centennial), they liked to

feel that they had an invitation from a rather broad base of people across

the country - they weren't just going in at the request of a church or

group.

I said, "Would it be appropriate if I took the initiative in putting
together a national Committee?" This committee would have nothing to do

with the crusade; it would be purely an invitational committee. And they

said they would certainly welcome that approach, if I felt it was something

I wanted to do. So I put together a committee of about 85 people across

Canada, including Prime Minister Pearson, all the Premiers but one (I won't
mention his name; there was only one that refused, of all of them), and

primarily a committee of laymen. There were a few ministers, but it was

primarily laymen representing the provinces. We drafted an official

invitation from this committee asking Mr. Graham, asking him to come.

It looked quite promising for a while. This was way back in early '67
because the preparation has to be done a long way ahead. Anyway, we were

rather anticipating everything was on track. Then I had a phone call from
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Billy. He was in Winnipeg, if I remember rightly. I think he was up there

for a wind-up of a crusade of one of their teams. He said, "I have a

problem."

He had been over in England for a tremendous crusade two years before that,
1 guess about 1965. You're no doubt familiar with that crusade because it

attracted world attention. It went on for six or eight weeks, and they

pretty well blanketed England. They packed out any place they could get in

London, and had closed circuit television all over the country - a

tremendous impact.

And he had been contacted by the people in England that had been identified

with this crusade, even prior to the time I had talked to him at Jasper,

saying they felt it was very, very desireable that there be a follow-up

crusade. After two years they had done all the work of contacting the

people who had responded, there had been a tremendous impact, and they felt

for the maximum effectiveness there should be a follow up, to see, "Are
these people staying with what they profess?" And they had contacted Billy

because it looked as if a period in the fall of 1968 was the only time they

could get the facilities, the television, and all the rest.

He said to me, "I'm torn between two things. We had planned on the

Canadian tour after our discussion, but I can see the point over there.

There has been a tremendous impact, and in the opinion of the people over

there, if we don't consolidate what has been done at this time, it will not

be as effective. We've come to the conclusion that we probably should go

back to England," for six weeks or so. So he wasn't able to come. But we

had a lot of contacts and association at that time.

LS: What is Mr. Graham's message to you personally? Why is he important?

ECM: He's important to me for two reasons. One, Mr. Graham proclaims in very

simple, easily understood language, the simple, fundamental truth of man's

alienation from God and the disastrous consequences - not merely
spiritually on the individual, but as a result, the negative

characteristics of human nature that stem from that alienation which is the
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root cause of all our social, political and economic hassles. This is

what's behind the scene. If we didn't have any selfishness or violence or

greed, there'd be very few problems for politicians or anybody else to

solve!

I've often said, in the field of public life, this is where the very close

association exists between Christianity and political science. Political

science tries to devise ways and means to deal with the human relationship
problems that result between people, but it doesn't deal with the cause; it

deals with all the symptoms. It tries to curb selfishness —we have the

police force, and all the laws saying, "Thou shalt not do this, and this

and this." We have all the social problems to take care of, conditions
which are very largely the result of man's inhumanity to man, the

selfishness within human nature, everybody grabbing what he can get for
himself and never mind the other fellow who's left out in the cold. This

is what politicians deal with.

Christianity deals with the fundamental cause of the whole thing - the
alienation of man from God, and what it's done to human nature. So to me,
the two things are inseparable. Christianity is more fundamental because
it gets at the cause. The politicial science end deals with the effects of

man's alienation but doesn't get at the root cause; that's why it never

solves the problems permanently.

When you ask, what does Mr. Graham mean to me personally. First of all,
he is affirming to millions of people that basic truth that you will never

solve human problems by human effort alone (that man can try as hard as he

likes but he can't change human nature). But spiritual regeneration can
give him a different nature, a new nature that has a different outlook on

life, a concern for his fellows—these things can be generated to a certain
extent by a lot of human effort, but fall far short of what's required.
That's the first thing that he means to me personally.

Secondly, he is, as we've already indicated, probably the best-known voice

in the world today proclaiming the simple gospel, and as a result he is

used to reach more people than any other single person. Billy Graham has
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preached the Christian gospel to more people than any man in history, which

is remarkable. It runs in the millions and millions; nobody has ever

touched the number of people with the message of the gospel, that he has

reached. So I certainly feel that that's a very needful and valuable

thing.

If I could make just one other observation while I think of it. Billy does
not deal with the question of social and political problems to any

significant extent in his services, but there are two reasons for this. I

assume these are the reasons, but I'm sure this is true. Number one, he

does have to be so terribly careful of everything he says, because of being

a household figure around the world.

If he makes a comment about any leader in the political arena, or any other
arena for that matter, it's quoted. "Billy Graham says...." He has been a

friend of Presidents in the United States going back at least four or five
of them. Because he happened to have been to the White House a few times

when Nixon was there, he's been blasted all over the place as being a

supporter of Nixon! Billy wasn't a supporter of Nixon. He went to the

White House at Nixon's invitation, the same as he did for Johnson and

Carter and Eisenhower.

I believe he told me himself he was there more frequently when Eisenhower

was there than with anybody else. But then Nixon goes wrong, and of course

immediately they associate Billy Graham with him. So that's one thing. He

has to be so desperately careful, because he's an international figure who

carries a lot of influence. And he's extremely cautious in what he says in

the political field for that reason.

In addition to that (and this is where I agree with Billy completely), his
belief is that it's not the role of the Christian church as such to be

preoccupied with pronouncements on social problems and political problems.

The church's fundamental role is the building up of people, spiritually, in

spiritual understanding, and deepening their relationship with God through
Christ. But having as one of the objectives of that spiritual dimension

that those people as individuals will then reflect a different attitude
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toward social and political problems than they would otherwise.

In other words, the responsibility there is at the individual level. It's

not the church's role per se to be making pronouncements on specific
political and social issues, but if the church is doing its job in building

up people spiritually, and if the Christian profession of their people is
real and meaningful, it's going to affect the attitude of every individual

in that church toward the social problems and needs of people. It's going

to make them concerned for people; it's going to change their attitude

toward people; and it's going to make them actively involved, I believe, as

individuals. But there is that distinction.

Because Billy is dealing with calling individuals to make that commitment,
and providing the facilities for them to be built up, it isn't that he
lacks any social concern, but he sees the social concern being expressed in

that way by hundreds of thousands of people that he's been used to bring to

the place where now they have a great deal of social concern, after they

had had no social concern. So it isn't any question of not being

interested in the area; it's that indirect impact rather than a direct

impact.

LS: That raises the whole current issues of the Roman Catholic church, for

example when the Pope visits South America where you have activist priests

who are working for social change. Would you say, then, that that kind of

thing should be quite separate from the church?

ECM: I notice some of the pronouncements of the present Pope are much along this

same line. He has discouraged these, as churches, from getting involved in
this stuff. But certainly my reading of any of his statements I've heard

or read is that there's no lack of social concern on the Pope's part. But
he wants the individual Catholic to be concerned, rather than the church

and the priest embracing a material cause and becoming sidetracked from his

spiritual responsibility. So there's a certain parallel in that respect.

LS: Just in rounding out this whole thing, there are two others points. You

gave a speech in August of 1946 to the Newfoundland Educational
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Association's Annual Convention, which I believe was held here in

Edmonton. You said that there were three things causing problems in human

relationships. I bring them up because they tie in with what we've just

talked about. You said, "The problems are caused by a lack of sense of

personal responsibility, ignorance, and inherent human selfishness."

And in talking about that latter, inherent human selfishness, you said,
"The old-time gospel of the true Christian way of life" is something that

people have to consider and return to. I raise that now because in 1980

and a Billy Graham crusade along the same line, you think the same way

today.

ECM: Completely. You see, truth after all is eternal. It doesn't change. All

the circumstances and conditions change, but the condition of human nature

is no different in 1980 than it was 5000 years ago. It expresses itself

differently. In the old days, when they got mad at each other, they hit

each other over the head with a stick. Today they use an atomic bomb.

We've "progressed" a lot with time. But the inward attitude of the heart

is no different from the time when Cain got mad at his brother Abel and
killed him. That was an expression of anger in a violent act; we do the

same thing today. The hearts of men have not changed, and the only thing
that can change them is the relationship with God through Christ which

restores the spiritual dimension to their lives.

What I said in that speech was that we can do all the other things that we

like, but we have to recognize the inherent weaknesses of human nature at

the root of our problem - which we can't change by all our own struggling.

We're the greatest group of strugglers the world has ever seen, but it
doesn't change anything. But the marvelous thing about Christianity - and

I don't know any clearer way of expressing it - is the expression the Bible

uses itself, "If any man be in Christ, he is a new creature. Old things
are passed away; behold, all things are become new." You can't put it any
simpler. That's what happens.

LS: One final point on this whole thing. Billy Graham was asked (and I'm

quoting from the Edmonton Journal of August 16th, 1980), "Do you think
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politicians use or abuse the Christian message for political gain?" And he

answered, "I think that it is true possibly among some politicians of every

religion throughout the world. I think many politicians that I know don't

know how to handle it at the moment."

What I'm interested in there is that public statement that you're a

Christian, and a Christian politician. How have you dealt with that?

ECM: There are two things you have to keep in mind in that area. (1) There are

a great many people, sadly, who have a Christian profession that's nothing

more than a profession. It's what you might call Christianity without
Christ. And the Bible itself has a lot to say about that. Christ said,
for example, "Many shall say to me in that day, have we not prophesied in

thy name, and in thy name cast out devils, and in thy name done many

wonderful works? And then I will profess unto them and say, I never knew
you."

This is the superficial profession. And there are people that take on a

cloak of Christianity, maybe with some sincerity in some cases, but it may
well be because it's the thing that is advantageous to their business. I
recall years ago, when I was a young lad in a town in Saskatchewan, a man

who was a garage operator. I guess he was a man of 50-some when he had a

definite spiritual experience, and his life was completely changed. But I

remember him saying afterward, "I went to church every week, before this.

It sure helped my garage business. I got to know the people, and they came

to my garage because I was a member of that church. I wasn't a Christian

at all. I didn't realize it at the time." That's a simple example of

using the association with a church, a cloak of Christianity, because it's

advantageous business-wise.

And there's no doubt in the world that politicians have done that. We've
gone through a period the last number of years (and maybe this is more true

in the States than up here) where it was a very popular thing for

politicians to invoke the blessing of God on people and everything else.
And it was and is done by people who have no real commitment to Christ at

all. That's one of the tragedies, but that's always been the case. The



TEXTNAME: august2o/80 (R)P: 13

Scribes and Pharisees did it in the days when Christ was on earth; it isn't
anything new, but it's sad. So there is that situation where you have

those who profess to be Christians who've never really committed themselves

to Christ and who have never had the actual experience of a spiritual

rebirth as it's called in the Scriptures. It's unavoidable; people will do

that.

In this comment that Mr. Graham made, I think he was pointing out that

there are those in the political arena, even among those who are

Christians, who are not very tactful and not very wise in some of the

things that they do. To me, Christianity, when it's genuine, all the talk

about whether you can mix Christianity and politics or Christianity and

religion - if Christianity is giving you a new outlook on life, you can't

divorce it from anything. It isn't a matter of "should they be mixed".

You can't separate them.

The simple fact is that the spiritually regenerated individual thinks

differently from the one that isn't. His attitude to his fellowmen is

different. His attitude toward what he regards as his responsibilities to

people is different. He inclines to love people instead of hating them.

That's part of his new nature. What's the good of going to a man and

saying, "Whatever you do, don't let your Christianity get into your
politics." He'd say, "How can you keep it out?"

But that's a different thing altogether from using a Christian profession

to try to gain some political support. That's despicable; but it's done by

some people. But if Christianity is genuine, it affects a person's outlook

and attitude, and therefore affects his decisions. It isn't that he

consciously sits down and says, "Now, do I do this because I'm a

Christian." That isn't it. It's the way he thinks now; he doesn't think

the way he did before.

LS: Was it ever for you a negative effect? That is to say, the way people

reacted to you or your stands or anything. Did you ever have the sense

that people said, "Ah, that's because he's a Christian and a certain kind

of Christian"?
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ECM: Oh yes. This is a thing that presents a problem for Christians not only in

Government but in any position where you have authority to make decisions

and make them stick. Your inclinations as a Christian are negative toward

a lot of things which you're satisfied as a Christian are detrimental to

people.

This comes in all the moral questions. To do that which is wrong is

detrimental to people; you're convinced of that. So your inclination would

be to try to stop people doing things which you know are negative and

detrimental to them. Then immediately you're accused of interfering with

their freedom - they have the right to destroy themselves if they want to.
And you have to recognize that.

I don't know whether we mentioned this in earlier conversations, but it
won't hurt to repeat the point. There's a very classic example in the Old

Testament of this type of problem facing a spiritual man, and that was the

case of Samuel, who was an Old Testament prophet.

God had told the people of Isreal specifically that they were to be

different from the other nations. Israel of old is called in Scripture a

"peculiar people". After they were delivered out of Egypt, and across the

desert into the land of Palestine, by and by they wanted a king. Israel as

a nation had never had a king. They looked around, and saw all the other
nations had a king, so Israel wanted a king.

God was pretty displeased with this; he said, "I was to be your king.

You're not to be the same as the other nations. You were to honour God as

King of Kings." But the people went to Samuel, who was God's prophet in

Israel in those days, and demanded that he anoint a king. Samuel was

furious. He said, "This is a terrible thing. It's completely contrary to

what God wants you to do."

So he went off in prayer to commune with God. And God said to Samuel,
"Hearken unto the people in what they ask of you. They have not rejected

you; they have rejected me." There's a very interesting lesson there. In

a democratic society, if you're in a leadership position you have to
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"hearken unto the voice of the people". But what God did say to Samuel at

that time was, "Go ahead; listen to them; do what they ask. But before you

do it, tell them the consequences." It's a most fascinating story. The

Lord said to Samuel, "Tell them that their king ultimately will take their
young men and make them the army of Israel; they'll be destroyed by their

enemies; I will no longer protect them. They've rejected me for an earthly

king. If they think that's better, they'll learn from bitter experience
that it was the most terrible mistake they ever made. But tell them all of

that. And if, having heard what the consequences will be, they insist on

your anointing a king, they haven't rejected you; they have rejected me."

Now, to me that's a principle which is applicable in governmental work

today. I used to try in the limited opportunity and capacity I had to do

it. When people wanted a "wider open" society morally, which is

detrimental to them, all you can do is say, "Look, these will be the

consequences."

Just to take a simple illustration (I don't want to distort this out of

perspective because it's not that major a thing): In the early days of

this country, respect for the Sabbath, one day of rest, was very
pronounced. I think I've mentioned in some of our earlier talks, when our

Social Credit Movement started and even before that in the great use of
radio that we made, when Mr. Aberhart first started into a Sunday radio

ministry which was purely a Christian broadcast long before the political
work came along, there was no commercial radio advertising on Sunday in
Alberta, or anywhere in Western Canada. On Sunday, the only thing a radio
station would carry was musical programs, classical music, newscasts,

concerts, and things of that kind. But they never advertised merchandise.
There were no Sunday commercial sports.

And of course, as population increased and time progressed, they'd come

along and say, "This is kind of silly. Let's have sports on Sunday." So

they had sports on Sunday. And the next thing was, "Let's advertise Coca
Cola on Sunday." And away it went.

And I remember, over the years I was in government, organizations would
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come and we had pressures in those days for Sunday shopping. There was not

too much of it yet, but in the States of course for years there was no

difference between Sunday and any other day. Any store of any size

(grocery stores and everything) were open on Sunday down there. And we had

a lot of pressure with that kind of thing.

And I remember saying to those groups. "Just remember one thing. I'm not

arguing that it's some major national issue that the little grocery store

on the corner stays open on Sunday. But just know this. If it stays open,

the next one will be the semi-department store, and then next one will be
the big department store, and then it'll be everybody. The same in

sports. If you're going to open the golf courses on Sunday, you're going

to open next the football fields, and next the baseball diamonds, and away

it'll go."

And that's precisely what's happened. And I don't want to give the

impression that these are big, important things. I'm just pointing out

that even in those little things, once you start down that road it gets

more and more and more.

I can remember a delegation coming to us years ago and asking for the

government to waive the Lord's Day Act so they could operate coin laundries

on Sunday. That doesn't sound very big. Today nobody'd pay the slightest

attention to it. But I did used to point out to them, "Maybe you've got an

argument for this, but know this: it's just one step in a process, and it
never stops once you start. It'll go on and on until by and by we'll have
a Sunday up here the same as in the States, where there'll be no difference

between Sunday and Monday or anything else." Then of course all the human

rights people would say, "Oh, but it's our to shop on Sunday if we want

to." And that's precisely what they said to Samuel 4000 years ago -

there's nothing new about these things!
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LS: I'd like to move now through a series of pieces of legislation, returning

to 1946. The first one that I'd like to refer to is an Act to Incorporate

the Highwood Western Railway Company. I wondered what the provisions for

that were, because I believe it deals with something more than just an

incorporation of a railway.

ECM: That piece of legislation came about as the result of some coal deposits in

the Highwood District southwest of Calgary. There was a company formed,
long before 1946, called the Highwood Western Railway Company. They

applied for a charter to build a railway with the idea of building a spur

line out to this coal deposit. It was never built, but every year they had

this charter renewed, so they kept the legislative authority to build a

railway if it became viable to develop this coal. It went on for years,

but no railway was ever built to the coal deposit. I don't know whether

the coal was ever developed.

LS: This raises the whole issue of coal in Alberta in the 1940'5. As you go

through the papers of the time, Mr. Taylor is often quoted about the

provincial position and plan in the development of coal, often vis-a-vis

the Federal Government. What was the coal industry like in this decade of

the 40's?

ECM: The coal industry in Alberta has gone through some very interesting
cycles. In the early years, going back even to the mid-20's, coal was the

major fuel. This was before the days of natural gas, so homes were heated

with coal. In addition to that, the railways in those days used steam

locomotives which burned coal. So we had markets for two types of coal,
the soft low-grade coal which was mined by thousands of tons and supplied

to the railways for the locomotives, and the high-grade coal which was used

for domestic purposes (cooking stoves and heaters for heating homes).

Then came the advent of gas. This first became a factor in Calgary, with

the development of gas in Turner Valley way back as far as 1914-16. Gas

displaced coal as a domestic cooking and heating fuel in Calgary first of

all in Alberta. And then gradually of course this extended into the other

areas of the Province. So our coal industry, domestically, began to
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decline. The market was becoming less and less.

Then the railways converted to diesel burning locomotives—they were still
steam locomotives, but they no longer burned coal. And that, of course,
caused a complete plunge in the market for the low-grade coal. So our coal

industry went from a very high point back in the 30's to a very, very low

point particularly in the 50' s.

LS: What happened during the War years in terms of coal? I seem to recall that

in fact the nation was importing coal, was it not?

ECM: Yes, the imports were mostly in Eastern Canada. Even today, the steel

industry, for example, in Ontario, imports American coal for the steel

processing, because it's far more economic to bring it just a few miles
from the States than it is to try and move Western coal to Ontario because
of the freight rates.

During the war years, the coal industry was still in considerable decline.

The domestic market in this part of Canada was pretty largely gone - we

were pretty well over to gas by that time - and the railways, the big
users, by that time had moved almost entirely into diesel-burning

locomotives.

LS: Did your Government have a policy or plan to try to protect that industry

here? Or was there nothing you could do?

ECM: The Farmers' Government, in the last session before we came into office,
had set up a Royal Commission to examine into the coal industry in

Alberta. We continued that study; it was just half-way through when the

government changed. It was a survey of all the circumstances relating to

the coal industry, the projections. It was rather a discouraging picture
because they couldn't see a future at that time for coal. The trend was

definitely for gas to take over in the domestic field, and even in the

industrial field. And there was no hope of the railways becoming a market

again in those days, because diesel was so much more convenient than

burning coal.
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So while we had the study and the projections, there was really not too

much we could do about it. And while we tried to maintain some health in

the coal industry there just wasn't the market for the product.

Primarily of course, on a Canadian scale, this was a Western problem.

Eastern Canada (Ontario) was still using a lot of coal for domestic

purposes, because they didn't have the gas. But the cost to ship Alberta

coal to Ontario for domestic purposes was more than the coal.

I think we mentioned in some of our earlier talks that the Alberta Trade
Commissioner's office was originally set up by the Farmers' Government in

Toronto. It primarily was a coal marketing office, to get the domestic

Ontario market for Alberta coal. And while there was a good response from

the standpoint that people would have liked to have had Canadian coal, it
broke down because of the economics of shipping it that way.

LS: Do you foresee a resurgence of coal as an alternative energy source?

ECM: There already has been a tremendous resurgence because of the energy

situation. The use of coal in industry, particularly for thermal

generation of electricity, now is a big thing right here in Alberta. The

plants out here at Wabamun are all coal-burning plants. And you're going
to see a lot more of those. With oil prices the way they are today, it's

far cheaper now to generate electricity with coal than it is with oil or

gas.

My own guess would be that the time will come when they will no longer
permit gas to be used for industrial fuel. I just can't see how they would
because it's premium fuel. The only argument against coal is that it does

create a pollution problem. But from an economic standpoint, it's a shame

really to use gas which is a versatile fuel that can be transported by

pipeline and used for domestic purposes, in the boilers to generate

electricity, when coal will do it just as well except that it does have a

pollution problem.

Maybe this will not come to pass, but I notice some people who are supposed
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to know about these things are already predicting that conceivably you
could see locomotives back to burning coal. I wouldn't rule it out as an

impossibility that we would someday be back to steam locomotives in

Canada. They were efficient, but not as efficient as diesel-burning, and

they are now all diesel locomotives, not diesel-burning. The first
conversion to diesel on the railway was still steam locomotives, but
instead of burning coal in the boiler to heat the water, they used diesel

fuel. Then the diesel engines themselves were improved to the place that

they displaced the steam locomotives altogether. But it's not

inconceivable, if the energy situation continues to get worse, that you may
be back to steam locomotives burning coal!

LS: To return to the legislation of 1946, Chapter sof that year was an Act to

Ratify an Agreement between an irrigation company in southern Alberta and

the CPR. What were its provisions?

ECM: A lot of land in southern Alberta had been put under irrigation years

before, and much of this had been done by the Canadian Pacific Railway

Company. Their interests of course went back to the whole colonization and

development days, and they became quite heavily involved with capital

expenditures for irrigation projects in the south.

LS: That's because they owned land there?

ECM: They owned land, and initially it was part of their colonization program.

They used to bring colonists out to Western Canada.

In addition to that, there was a company called the Alberta Railway and

Irrigation Company. This company operated very little in the way of a

railway. I think they had a short railway up here near Edmonton

somewhere. But primarily they were an irrigation company. And they went

into a joint-venture agreement with Canadian Pacific to develop a lot of

the irrigation land in the early years.

Then when the Depression came along of course they got into very serious
financial trouble. The farmers couldn't pay the water rates. And when we



TEXTNAME: august2o/80 (R)P: 21

came into office in 1935, the irrigation districts in the south were in a

terrible financial position. They were just on the verge of bankruptcy.

And what happened was that the government had to step in and take this over

and reorganize the whole irrigation structure. The CPR wanted to get out

of it by that time because the thing was no longer viable anyway.

This legislation just authorized that type of transfer.

LS: There is a series of Acts that I'm interested in. One is an Act Respecting
the Cooperative Associations.

ECM: In Alberta, the cooperative movement was quite strong. We've mentioned in
some of our earlier talks that the birth of the organization that later
became the Farmers' Government was really a cooperative movement. It moved
into the political arena later on because it felt the Government was not

giving due attention to the problems of agriculture. But primarily it was

founded to be a cooperative movement. Henry Wise Wood, whom we've referred

to, was a great advocate of the cooperative system.

As a result, in this Province perhaps more than in most places in Canada,
quite a variety of cooperative associations came into being. And there was

quite a bit of legislation passed over the years, authorizing different

types of cooperatives. We had housing cooperatives, merchandising
cooperatives, and a whole catelogue of them.

What this Act of 1946 did was to update all the legislation for the

incorporation of cooperatives. It repealed some of the old Acts which had

been in effect for years, and consolidated the whole thing in one Act. It
streamlined the provisions for any type of cooperative organization that

people might want to form.

LS: How did the whole concept of cooperative association and organization fit
in with the Social Credit movement?

ECM: Very well. In the first place, it was a free-enterprise approach, but it

was a cooperative approach. The phrase Social Credit was an abbreviation
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of the term "the credit of society" - people cooperating together produce

things that they can't do individually. So we felt it was very compatible
with the Social Credit governmental philosophy. We encouraged not only the

cooperatives as such, but the credit union movement, which is really the

same principle, only applied to the monetary field, as the cooperative

legislation applied to the merchandising field.

LS: I believe you at one point said that the credit union movement and this was

not to replace Social Credit, but that you felt it was compatible.

ECM: It was compatible with it, and it complemented anything we were trying to

do in the Social Credit area.

LS: Another piece of legislation was the Act to Incorporate the Alberta

Industrial Corporation. What was that?

ECM: That was an organization to encourage industrial growth in Alberta, and

assist small Alberta industries financially. When the Act was passed in

1946, the Treasury was authorized to advance $lOO,OOO as the initial

capital of the Corporation, and the Corporation was also given power to

issue debentures and borrow up to the amount of $5 million. The idea was

that this would be sort of an industrial bank, to encourage small

industries in Alberta to get established.

It was not used to any great extent. They did make some loans.

LS: I would have thought it would have been used a lot.

ECM: I don't recall the particular reasons why it didn't take hold. For one

thing, I suppose, in 1947, the year after this, the Leduc oilfield came in
and the economy of the Province took a significant change from what it had

been in those earlier years. The legislation was continued. I don't know

when it was ultimately dropped. It made loans to a number of small

industries.

As I recall, I think the reason its function was tapered off was that with



TEXTNAME: august2o/80 (R)P: 23

the Treasury Branch system and with the other facilities available (both

Federal and Provincial) there was a certain amount of duplication. And the

Government's conclusion was that everything that could be done through this

could be done through Treasury Branch loans or some of the other existing

facilities, and it was no longer really necessary.

LS: There was an Act to Promote Cultural Development of Alberta. Why an Act to

do that?

ECM: Alberta by this time had reached a place where we felt (and I'm sure a lot

of people felt) that more attention should be paid to the arts and cultural

development generally. It's understandable in a young province (and

Alberta at this time was still only a little over 40 yeas old) that the

emphasis in the early stages would be on the economic requirements -

breaking up land, getting people settled, providing educational facilities

and amenities needed just to carry on. And the cultural interests usually

get a pretty low priority during those periods. We had been approached by

an increasing number of groups who were interested in cultural activities

and the development of the Province.

What this legislation did was provide for the setting up of boards to

encourage cultural activities and development in different regions. There
was one Provincial Coordinator, but primarily the boards were local

things. You'd have one in Calgary, one in Edmonton, and anywhere else that

they decided. It didn't do much besides encouraging these things; trying

to give encouragement to all the different groups that were interested in

developing cultural activities.

LS: Did it provide for any financial support?

ECM: As I recall, the most significant financial provision in the Act of 1946,
it also included libraries and it did provide grants for libraries.

Libraries were included in cultural activities.

LS: There was a Private Members Act that same year to incorporate the Prairie
Bible Institute.
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ECM: The Prairie Bible Institute was an organization down at Three Hills,
Alberta. It was a Bible School which also had a division for public school

courses, in fact I think they taught Junior High too. It was a combination

of Bible School and ordinary educational facilities. It had been

incorporated under the Religious Societies Lands Act away back in 1922.
The Religious Societies Lands Act as a rule is the Act under which

churches, as a rule, incorporate. This strictly speaking was not a

church. It was a Bible college, and it was also an educational,institute

because it provided courses in secular education apart from the Bible

college altogether.

By 1946, it had grown to the place where they felt that it really wasn't
appropriate to carry on under the old Religious Societies Act because they

weren't a church. As a result, they simply incorporated under a special

Act of the Legislature.

LS: The next piece of major legislation in 1946 is entitled An Act Respecting

the Rights of the Citizens of Alberta. I think another way it was referred

to was the "Alberta Bill of Rights Act". I'm interested in the provisions
regarding credit and credit institutions. The Alberta Credit Certificates

are mentioned here again. It seemed to have a wide range of provisions for

social services, education, medical benefits.

First of all, what were the major provisions of the Act, and secondly, why

did the Government of Alberta feel it should be bringing this kind of

legislation in at this time.

ECM: Perhaps if you don't mind, I'll reverse the order of the answers and deal
wth the last one first.

This particular piece of legislation was really the last major legislative

effort that the Social Credit Government made to try to implement Social

Credit monetary policy in Alberta. It was a different approach to what we

had taken before. We had had a lot of pieces of legislation that
authorized the monetization of the production of the Province and the

issuing of Alberta Credit and Credit Certificates, and all of that.



TEXTNAME: august2o/80 (R)P: 25

That was the legislation that was either disallowed or declared ultra
vires. We'd always been blocked on the constitutional issue.

We decided to make one last, sincere, concerted attempt to implement the

Social Credit monetary proposals and institute a system that would use what

we called Alberta Credit within the Province for the distribution of goods
and services in Alberta.

It was embodied in this Bill of Rights which had two sections. The

relationship between the two is very interesting and very significant. The
first section declared the rights of the citizens; it wasn't too different

from many of the Bills of Rights of today. In fact, I'm rather amused

sometimes when I hear governments in the last ten or fifteen years coming

out with Bills of Rights as if they'd discovered some new thing. This was

35 years ago, long before this stuff was common in Canada at all.

The Rights were in two categories, and that in itself is significant. The
first category were the recognized rights which were freedom of religion,

freedom of association, freedom of speech, the traditional rights.

Incidentally, all rights which carry practically no economic price tag.

You can talk all you like about freedom of speech, freedom of association,
and so on, and it doesn't cost the Provincial Treasury any money.

But the second category of Rights in Section One of the Bill were economic

rights. And to the best of my knowledge, this was the first time in Canada

that a legislative attempt was made to spell out economic rights. Perhaps
the best thing would be just to read this clause into the record.

>

Clause 9: "It is hereby declared that every citizen of Alberta of not less

than 19 years of age and not more than 60 years of age is entitled as a

right of citizenship to (a) the opportunity to engage in gainful employment
or (b) if gainful employment is not available, to a social security

pension."

And Clause 10: "It is hereby declared that every citizen of Alberta under

19 years of age is entitled as a right of citizenship (incidentally, they
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talk about children's rights today, but that's long out of date as far as

we were concerned) to (a) the necessities of life adequate to ensure health
and physical well-being, (b) educational benefits and (c) medical
benefits."

Clause 11: "It is hereby declared that every citizen of Alberta who has

reached the age of 60 years is entitled as a right of citizenship to retire

from gainful employment, and upon retirement to receive (a) a pension of

such amount as may from time to time be authorized by an Act of the

Legislature provided that such pension shall not be less than the current

amount of the social security pension, and (b) medical benefits."

This spelled out these rights as "rights of citizenship" and it was done
for a twofold purpose. First because we felt these were legitimate rights,

and that they should be recognized. Secondly, it was on these rights that

the second section of the Act hinges.

The second section of the Act deals with the institution in the Province of
a provincial monetary structure that would permit the implementation of

this part of the first section financially. It provided, as we had done
earlier in the Social Credit monetary legislation, for a Commission which
would be reponsible to monetize (that is, put a monetary or dollar value

on) the productive capacity of the Province, and to issue instruments

(credit certificates) that could be used to transfer that credit from the
account of one person to another, all based on that monetary value of the

productive capacity of the Province alone. Not legal tender, not currency,
not coinage, but a credit transaction.

It provided for the setting up of a Monetary Fund which would be a dollar

value on the productive capacity of the Province, and then to pay for these

economic rights out of that fund.

But the significant thing about the Bill (and this is where it differed

from our other attempts) was that the last section of the Act reads as

follows:
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"This Act shall come into force on the day fixed for that purpose by
proclamation of the Lieutenant-Governor in Council, but no such

proclamation shall be made until after the question of the validity of this
Act has been referred to the Supreme Court of Alberta pursuant to the

provisions of the Constitutional Questions Act. And it is certified upon

any such reference that this Act is valid, and if no appeal is for the time
being pending, until the time for giving any notice of any such appeal has

elapsed." In other words, the Bill was not operative, and not to be

operative, until it had been referred to the Supreme Court for a ruling on

the constitutional validity of the Bill.

So that was done. And when the Act was referred to the Court, one of the

key arguments used by the lawyers in arguing the validity of the second

part of the Act (there was no question about the validity of the first
part) was that it was meaningless for the Court to hold that part one was

valid, that the economic rights were legitimate rights, if at the same time
the Province was denied the financial mechanism necessary to make it

operative. And that therefore the two were inseparably related. If part

one was valid, part two had to be valid, otherwise part one was nullified
by virtue of the fact that there was no financial way of carrying it out.

It was a unique and a very sincere attempt, and we thought a very valid

attempt. But the Court nevertheless ruled that part one was valid, but

part two was not valid. So the Bill was never proclaimed.

LS: If you look closely at some of the economic provisions, they're very

far-reaching for their time, and certainly even today. For instance,

social security. Social security pensions would be paid to the crippled
and those over 60, not 65 but 60. Education also - all public, high school

and university without cost. Medical benefits - universal free medical
benefits. That's a very exciting and very broad range of legislation.

ECM: It was. It was far, far ahead of its time. Quite frankly, I think I would
have to say in retrospect that some of the provisions were, if anything, on

the excessive side. But we were concerned with the establishment of the
principal that people were entitled to certain economic rights, in certain
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economic situations. I know that's debatable. It's always debatable

whether those things are rights or not rights.

Today, I think, the pendulum has swung to the other extreme. Today almost

anything that a person wants, they can put up an argument that it's a

"right". This did go a long way, I think. In the extent of the provisions
that you've referred to, it probably was excessive. But it was to

establish the point that, if these things were rights, they were going to

cost a lot of money. And the only way they could be paid for was if the

Province was empowered to monetize its own powers of production, and do it
internally. It couldn't be done by taxation or depending on currency,

coinage and credit of the country.

LS: When it was declared ultra vires by the Alberta Supreme Court, was that it?

ECM: Yes. By this time the appeals to the Privy Council had been abolished. We
referred it to the Supreme Court of Alberta.

There's a rather amusing aspect that comes to mind. The Chief Justice of
the Alberta Supreme Court in those days was Chief Justice Horace Harvey, a

very remarkable man. He was active on the Bench, I think, into his
eighties. His mind was like a whip. He was the Justice presiding when

these arguments were heard, and he wrote the judgment for the Court. It
was a unanimous judgment as I recall.

In the next session of the Legislature, following the Court decision, we

had a section of the Throne Speech saying that my government had endeavored

to do this and had been thwarted by the ruling of the Supreme Court of
Alberta. The Lieutenant-Governor was ill at the time the session opened,

and the Chief Justice of course acts as Lieutenant-Governor!

So he was the man who read the throne speech, with the section to say what
"my government" thought of the ruling of the Supreme Court which he had

written as Chief Justice of the Province. I always remember the quaint
little smile on his face when he was reading this!
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LS: The Edmonton Bulletin referred to something you said in discussing the

Bill. This is a quote from March 26, 1946. "As he began discussion of the

bill, the Premier denied press allegations that there was any attempt to

set up a separate citizenship for Albertans." Why would that even have

been raised?

ECM: Well, because we had declared in the bill that certain things were rights
of citizenship. And the media had raised, and I think the Opposition had
raised it too, that surely a citizenship right is a citizenship right
whether the man lives in Ontario or British Columbia or Alberta. He's a

citizen of Canada, not a citizen of Alberta. But we had specified
Albertans because we were dealing purely with the provincial situation.

There's an academic argument that can be made. Are people citizens of
Alberta? Are they citizens of British Columbia? Strictly speaking,
they're not. They're citizens of Canada. This was an academic thing, but

it had been raised, so I simply said, "We're not trying to establish a new

category of citizens. What we're saying is that these people are the ones

that reside in Alberta, and in that sense they're citizens of Alberta. It
doesn't mean that they're not citizens of Canada."

LS: Whose idea was it.

ECM: I put it through the House.

LS: Tying part one to part two?

ECM: We had a lot of discussions of it of course; we discussed it with the law
offices of the Crown because they were going to have to argue it before the

Supreme Court.

Admittedly, we were criticized by some of our own people on this, for

putting the last section in and making a reference to the Court. Some of

them wanted to just proclaim the bill, go ahead and implement it, and let

somebody stop us. But I would not agree to that. We had tried that

approach half-a-dozen times before, and we were better to take a new

approach altogether.
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And we did get a lot of support for the legislation from some rather

interesting quarters, by reason of the fact that we made the reference.

The legal profession and groups like that were very impressed by this type

of thing; and as a result, I think that we got quite a bit of interest

generated and views expressed that this idea was pretty sound. Could you

declare one section of a bill constitutional and the other

unconstitutional, when the one was dependent on the other? This was kind
of a ridiculous thing. It generated a lot of interest.

LS: It was a very significant piece of legislation.

Before moving on to the Dominion-Provincial conference of that same year,
there are one or two small items that I'd like to raise for clarification.

During February 1946, the newspapers carried some quotes from Mr. Hooke in

regard to censorship. We've talked about censorship before, so I don't
want to talk about the broad idea of it, but at this point in time

apparently censorship in the Province had been done by one individual.
There was an increase to a Censorship Board made up of 3 people, and

therefore also an increase in the amount of money needed to carry out that
function.

Mr. Hooke is quoted in the February 18, 1946, Edmonton Bulletin:
"Complaints that American movies are becoming dominated by Communist
thought are reflected in the decision of the Alberta Government to

strengthen the moving picture Censorship Board of the Province, according
to Hon. A. J. Hooke."

I'm interested in any comments on that particular quote, and secondly the

whole question of political censorship (and in fact whether that was the
case) and the timing of this as a precursor to the American "Red scare"
that started around that time.

ECM: I think his statement would undoubtedly be prompted by quite a bit of

publicity that was coming out of the States at that time. This was about

the time the Committee on Unamerican Activities was established, that led
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later on to a lot of investigations. And as you know, in the establishment

of that Committee in the United States, one of the focal points that they

were concerned about was the extent of Communist infiltration into the

movie industry. And that was carried on later by the McCarthy people, and

it went on for years.

Practically all movies in those days came out of Hollywood, and there was

discussion by organizations and in the press of a concern that Hollywood
had been pretty badly infiltrated with, if not Communist, at least with Red

sympathizers.

In fairness I should say that Mr. Hooke was always very sensitive along

that line. He was one of the people who were very convinced that Communism
was well on its way to taking over the world, and that you couldn't be too

careful. I think that was behind the statement that he madi>

For years Alberta had had a single censor, a Captain Pearson, an indirect

relative of Walt Disney, a very outstanding chap. At one time he had been

a United Church minister. He reached retirement, and on his retirement
there had to be a replacement. At that time of course the volume of films
had increased; and this other situation was being bandied around quite a

bit - that people needed to look more closely at films, not just from the

normal censorship angle but were they being used as political vehicles.

When it came to replacing Mr. Pearson, the Government felt the time had

come when it was too onerous a burden to put on one man. So they appointed

a three-man Censorship Board (actually two men and one woman). That was

the transition, and that was why they needed more money.

LS: Just to finish off, was your Government concerned about this whole thing
about political censorship? Was it generally thought there was that kind
of Communist influence in movies seen in Alberta?

ECM: It was not a big issue, no. I thought there was reason to be concerned
about it and take an intelligent look at it, but it was no great issue.
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LS: Another clarification on a hearing that took place in 1946. The

Agricultural Committee of the House held some hearings with labour and

employer organizations, about how long the work week should be, and what

should be paid for farm labour. The president of the U.F.A. at that time,
Carl Stimfle, was subpoenaed by this Agricultural Committee. He apparently

had asked for a 40-hour week and 60<|/hour pay for farm labour. Could you

clarify why those hearings were going on at this time?

ECM: As I recall, this was done in preparation for a major revision of the
Labour Act. We used the practice, before opening up major pieces of

legislation for revision or re-writing after they had become obsolete, of

holding meetings (either of the Agriculture Committee - which is a

committee of the whole House - or some special committee) to get input from

the groups primarily concerned. This gave a lot of valuable information
that was helpful in drafting an Act.

In this case, they were going to re-draft the Labour Act altogether, and

for that reason they wanted the input of labour (the labour organizations
appeared) and the business community. There was discussion at that time,
and this crops up from time to time all down the years, of whether labour

legislation should be extended to include farm workers. It did not include
farm workers at all up to that point. There was no legislation applying to

hours of work or wages on the farms - that was entirely a private deal

between the farmer and the employee.

There was a great division of opinion on this. The labour movement wanted
these provisions extended to farm labour and to domestic help, which was

also excluded. The farm organizations, on the whole, were very much

opposed to having labour legislation apply to them at all. They said, "Our
circumstances are entirely different to an industry. We have to sow the

crop when the weather's dry, and we have to harvest it when it's dry. And

it can't be eight hours or twelve hours - we work 24 hours a day to get the

crop off. It's erratic." These were the main reasons why it had never

been included in labour legislation.

This hearing was held by a committee of the whole House, which was the
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Agriculture Committee, to get the input of these groups. It's rather vague

now, but I think the farm organizations had issued some statements on this
whole question, but had not intended to appear. I think that's why the man

was subpoenaed to appear before the Committee.

LS: This process of having a committee hearing on something as your Government
was considering a new piece of legislation - was that a process that you
initiated, or had Mr. Aberhart done that too?

ECM: No, although I shouldn't say it was not done at all before. One piece of

legislation that comes to mind particularly was the Workmen's Compensation
Act. It had been a practice going back to the Farmers' Government days, to

only open the Workmen's Compensation legislation up once every four years.

There were good reasons for this. It's a complicated piece of legislation;
and it was always felt it was pretty important the workmen know what their

rights are and what the provisions are. If you're going to be amending the
Act every session, there's no way the rank and file of workmen can become

knowledgeable about those things.

It was a policy that started away back in the Farmers' Government, and we
continued it. For all I know, it's still going on. Once every four years,

the Act would be opened, and it was always preceded, during our years at

least, by setting up a Special Committee of the Legislature which included
Members of the Opposition as well as the Government Party, who held public

hearings in the interval between the session at which the Committee was set

up, and the next Session when their report would be brought in along with a

bill based on their report.

But apart from that one, I don't recall anything of this sort being done
until on in the Forties. I started this practice for a number of types of

legislation. We didn't always use the same mechanism; in this case it was

the Committee of the Whole House.

I recall we re-wrote the Oil and Gas Conservation Act one year, and what we

did in that case was call in the two petroleum associations, the Canadian
Petroleum Association and the Independent Petroleum Association. We told
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them we were going to re-write the Act, and we invited them to draft and

submit what they felt would be necessary or helpful amendments to the Act.
Then we had them set up special committees within their own Associations to

deal with specific items.

In fact, in total there were over 100 people working on that legislation
before it was put together. As a result, when it came into the House,

while it didn't make everybody happy (it was a very contentious piece of

legislation) we didn't have to hold it up for further representations at

all. While they didn't agree with everything we put in it, both the
Associations and everybody connected with the industry at least felt they'd
had every opportunity to have their input and say their piece.

LS: That process is important.

ECM: And it's very valuable; these are the people who are actually living with

the legislation, and encountering the actual problems in operating the
industry. If you don't take their problems into account, you can make a

very nice, academic act, but it's not very realistic.

LS: I'd like to move on now to one final area of interest in 1946, the

Dominion-Provincial Conference held between April 29th and May 3rd. I'm
interested in a reference to two of the speeches that you made to that

conference, one on April 30th and another on May Ist, the following day, I

believe in response to a Federal Government position speech in between.

This conference, as I understand it, dealt with the whole field of

jurisdiction over taxation, based, I am assuming, on what had happened

during the War and what was going to happen in the post-War period. The
Dominion Government had requested that the Provinces vacate the fields of

personal income tax, corporation tax, and succession duties for three

years, and in return they were going to give to the Province unconditional
annual per-capita grants. I'm interested in your comments on the

conference, and especially on the issues that were raised there, and the

position of the Government of Alberta.
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ECM: During the War years there had been an arrangement between the Federal

Government and the Provinces of a temporary suspension of tax collection in
those fields by the Provinces. The whole thing was handled by Ottawa, as

part of the War effort arrangement.

The War ended in 1945, and we were now moving into what was going to take
the place of these Wartime tax rental agreements, as they were called. The
Federal Government was quite anxious that the Provinces not go back into
these tax fields - personal and corporate.

LS: Why?

ECM: Duplication was their argument. One of the problems that has been faced by

both levels of government all down the years is the fact that both

governments are in the same tax fields. And really, one can nullify the

movement of another if they want to. Take a simple example from the field
of corporation tax.

Say, for example, the Federal Government wanted to reduce corporate income
tax on some primary industry because they felt that category of industry
should be stimulated. They can do that, because they impose their
corporation income tax. But if a Province said, "Ottawa's backed out of

that field by "x" taxation points; we'll increase our provincial
corporation tax by the same amount" (which they could do), the effect of

stimulating that category of industry is gone. The Province would simply
impose an additional tax equal to the Federal Government tax reduction.

Or vice-versa. It could be a Province wanting to reduce taxes on a certain
category of industry. All the Provinces could agree to do it, but Ottawa
could increase their corporation tax by a comparable amount, and you're
back where you came in.

So this has always been a bit of a problem. You have to just use common

sense and not try to destroy the policy objective of the other government.

But with the controversies that develop between Federal and Provincial
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governments, this is not always as easy as it sounds. That was one of the
concerns - control over the economy of the country. Ottawa felt it would

be much easier if you didn't have two levels of Government imposing taxes

in the same field.

From the Provincial standpoint, the Provinces of course were of two minds n

this. We were going into the post-War period, and no one knew at that time
to what extent there was going to be a significant slowdown in the

economy. We'd been living with a buoyant economy created by war conditions
which had now ended, and there was quite a bit of concern that there might
be a significant economic slump. There were no longer the huge war

expenditures; the manufacturing industry that had been going 24 hours a

days producing munitions and supplies was no longer going to be in

operation, and would have to convert over to peacetime operation and

perhaps only a limited market.

So in the minds of some of the Provinces, the idea of a fixed, guaranteed

per-capita payment from the Federal Government was attractive. At least

they knew how much money they were going to get. It wouldn't be affected

by adverse economic conditions.

A series of these Dominion-Provincial conferences were held, and this one

was supposed to be the finale. The Federal Government had made a proposal

under which they would pay to the Provinces a per-capita grant plus several

other categories of compensation which are spelled out in legislation we'll
be discussing later, in return for the Provinces staying out of those three

fields of taxation - personal income tax, corporation tax, and succession

duties - for three years.

We'd had this series of meetings, and the Provinces' initial position was

that the Federal fiscal offer was simply not enough. There was nothing new

about this - it was the same pattern that has always taken place. "We like
some of the ideas in your offer, but the price isn't right." Some of them
were happy but some of them weren't.

So the Federal Government did increase the amounts a little. We debated
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this formula for a long time, and there were revisions made in it. The
first of those two speeches was the talk I gave at the opening of the

conference when each of the Provinces was asked to state its position. The

Federal Government had distributed their position papers to the Provinces
in advance, and at the opening of the conference each Province was asked to

set out its reaction to the general Federal proposal, and any counter

positions that it took.

So the first one is a long recital of what we thought was necessary in

Alberta.

Then after those statements were made, from each of the Provinces, there

were a couple of days of very heated debate. And finally at the closing
day of the conference, the Federal Government agreed to give their final
answer to the points that had been raised by all the Provinces. That was

given by Mr. Ilsley, the then finance minister. And it was a very

disappointing response, from the standpoint of the Provinces.

The second of the two talks in there was my response to Mr. Ilsley's
response. After he made the position of the Federal Government clear, then

each of the Provinces gave their final response.

LS: What was the crux of the differences between the Federal Government and the

Government of Alberta? I know in your speech you say that "Alberta is not

prepared to accept a system of fiscal need grants."

ECM: Yes. In the formula that Ottawa advocated, there was to be a per-capita
grant of a fixed amount. There was to be what were called statutory

subsidies (these go away back to the early days of Confederation when the

newer Provinces were formed, when the Federal Government did undertake for

various land settlements and things of that kind, to make certain statutory
subsidies). And there were a couple of other provisions related to what

the Province had collected in certain areas of taxation prior to this tax

rental agreement. As I recall, I think succession duties were in that

category - sort of an average of what the Provinces had obtained from

that. And then the final one was that Ottawa proposed a system of what
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they called "Assistance Grants". They were to be based on fiscal need of

the individual provinces.

LS: How was that to be determined?

ECM: That fiscal need was to be determined by a tribunal that was to be set up,
to examine the economic conditions of the Province, whether their tax

levies were in line with the other regions of Canada, and whether the

standard of services was in line. For example, if one Province was

offering a standard of service considerably higher than the others, and

getting into financial difficulty by reason of that, the idea was that they

would not accept that as an argument for assistance grants. They'd say,

"You've already increased your standard of services away above the national

average, and now you're asking for financial assistance grants because
you're in financial trouble."

We took the position that we just wouldn't agree to something of that
kind. We weren't going to have any central tribunal say what standard of

services or what level of taxation in the other fields in which we were

still taxing, was appropriate, and decide whether we were eligible for an

assistance grant on that basis. So we said, "No way."

The position we took at this conference was that the Federal proposals

which included things of that kind were simply not acceptable. But that

for the sake of the country, in this transition period from War economy to

peace economy (which everybody knew was going to be difficult) we were

prepared to go along on an interim agreement with the clear understanding
that it was only an interim agreement, and that the conference process

would go on to get something more acceptable. And secondly, that we would

not agree to features such as this "assistance grants" thing.

Well, the Government rejected the arguments of all the Provinces on it.

I was rather interested, in glancing through these again after all these

years, to see the interesting parallel between the problems then and what

we face today. I think it might be interesting in the context of answering
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these questions to read just one sentence or two. In ray second speech, in
response to Mr. Ilsley's answer to the Provinces' position papers and

discussing the Federal proposals, I said this: "We cannot accept them

under any circumstances other than as the basis for a temporary transition
arrangement, to afford one more and perhaps one last opportunity to save

Confederation and our federal system, by working out a solution that will

be satisfactory and permanent because it will embody those fundamental

principles and basic requisites necessary to enduring democratic,
responsible self-government."

That was said 34 years ago, and we were talking about the "one last

opportunity to save Confederation"! It reminds me again of the old saying
that the hallmark of a truly great country is the amount of bad government

it can survive. Here's Canada 34 years later, talking the same way but
still surviving!

LS: What were your plans for post-War reconstruction? I believe that you had

made some reference to expanding the national credit through the Bank of

Canada, launching an annual national reconstruction loan (a Dominion
payment to the Provinces of a $2O per capita payment over 5 years). But in

addition to these, what was the kernel of what you felt post-War

reconstruction plans should be for the Province, within the country?

ECM: Within Alberta, we had had a post-War reconstruction committee that had

operated for quite a number of years, and which had come up with a lot of

concrete proposals for the resettlement of boys coming back from the
Forces. And also for the transition from the War production of industry to

a peacetime economy.

We pointed out in our discussions at the Federal-Provincial conferences

that in our view, that was even more important in the Central Provinces
where you had so much more industry. We felt there was going to be a

serious national dislocation there because these factories that had been

producing munitions full time, many of them, had been vastly expanded

during the War, for one thing. It was a major problem in the first place

to convert them back to producing peacetime products, and secondly, if you
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converted them over to peacetime production with the vastly expanded

capacity they had because of the War activities, you were going to have an

over-capacity as far as any known markets were concerned.

We felt that therefore, while we had tried to come up with some practical
ideas along that line in Alberta, here we didn't have that amount of

industry. But we pointed out that this was the kind of national problem

the country was going to face. And that in our view there was going to be

a need for expenditures of large amounts of money to bring about this

transition and to tide over the gap of converting to peacetime production.

Then we went back to our original Social Credit concepts that this type of

thing (which was in the same category really as what we talked about before
- social capital, building hospitals and schools and so forth) should be

one of the functions of the Bank of Canada. That the Federal Government

should be prepared to use the facilities of the Bank of Canada to finance
this kind of transition from War economy to Peace economy.

Those ideas did not obtain support by the Federal Government or many of the

other Provinces, but we did advance them in the Dominion-Provincial
conferences.

LS: When you leave a conference like this (and I have the sense that it was not

a very successful conference), what were your feelings, and what do you do

when you come back? How do you pick up the pieces?

ECM: Many of those conferences were very frustrating. A tremendous lot of work

on the part of all the Governments - Federal and Provincial - would go into
preparing the position papers, and working through plans which it was felt

would be helpful. But when you get 10 governments together and you can't
get agreement, a lot of good ideas go by the boards. They may have some
support from some, but they are thwarted by counter-positions of other

Provinces or the Federal Government. All you can do is make your best

effort to make a logical argument, and hope that logic will have some

influence. If it doesn't, and you lose the day, you go back home.
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As far as we were concerned, we had perhaps more projects in place for

post-War reconstruction than most of the other Provinces. We had worked

hard at it with the Post-War Reconstruction Committee. So we concentrated

then on our own Provincial proposals, just for Alberta.

This thing didn't die at this stage. Ultimately there was a tax rental

agreement worked out. When we come to 1947, you'll find that there was

legislation that was passed in the Province in these fields, all made

conditional on an agreement being arrived at with the Federal Government.

And an agreement was ultimately worked out. It was considerably different
to what we started out with, but there was an agreement.

LS: From the personal point of view - one goes in with a lot of work

beforehand, with a lot of energy and resources put into it, and you come

out feeling, I'm sure, not very good. How do you keep going?

ECM: Well, that's what you're there for! You do your best, and if you can't

carry the judgment of others, you have to live with your own judgment. You

take it from there, and try again.

Most Federal-Provincial conferences are very frustrating. Rarely is there

ever the measure of results that you would like to see. And then on top of

that, when you get the political maneuvering that occasionally takes

place....

Much of this was back in the Duplessis days in Quebec, which was a most

fascinating time. Duplessis would always come to the conferences with an

opening statement that he'd come to "cooperate and collaborate", but he

never agreed to anything. And quite frequently he ended up walking out of

the Conference!

I may have mentioned that at an earlier conference, in Mr. St. Laurent's
day, we had had a long hassle in Ottawa. Mr. Duplessis used to give Mr.

St. Laurent a very very hard time. Duplessis was a contradictory type of

man. He could be the most gracious, charming individual imaginable, but he

could be the most irritating, sarcastic character at the same time, if he
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wanted to be. I remember there had been a Federal by-election in Quebec,
and Mr. St. Laurent's son had run in it, and had been defeated by one of

Duplessis 1 men. And of course Duplessis raised this every hour on the hour

through the conference, as proof that Quebec was behind his position, not

the Federal Government's position.

Then at the end of this conference he made a dramatic exit with all his
delegation - gave a fiery speech and walked out. He went back to Quebec,
and a thousand or more of his people met him and gave him a torchlight
parade through the streets of Quebec City, praising him for not having sold

out to the Federal Government.

I always was quite amused by this because I met with Mr. Duplessis some

time after that. (I knew him quite well; we used to kid each other around
a good bit.) He was laughing about the torchlight parade. He said, "We
almost had a foul-up on that one. We had arranged all of that before we

went to Ottawa, and I was to walk out on the Wednesday night. Then the
conference got behind on the agenda, and so I had to phone my boys

Wednesday afternoon and say, 'Hold up the torchlight parade until tomorrow

night; I won't be walking out until then.'"

The press had had this as a "spontaneous parade of torches" to welcome

Duplessis back - but the whole thing had been arranged by Duplessis before

he even went to Ottawa in the first place.

LS: Was there any premonition then of the state today in Canada with first of
all the question of Quebec Separation, and now people talking about maybe a

Western Separatism (or Alberta Separatism) movement. Did you and Mr.

Duplessis or people from Quebec ever talk about those things? A
foreshadowing of that?

ECM: Separatism as such was never talked of in those days. Quebec never

indicated any intention of getting out of Canada; they just were intending
to stay there and run their own show. That was the position in those

days. In fact, in the early days there were probably more references to

separatism in Western Canada than there were in Quebec. Western Canada's
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talked about separatism on and off for the last 50 years. It was usually

over freight rates or something of this kind. But separatism didn't become

an issue in Quebec until much later. Their approach was that they were an

important part of Canada, and if anybody had to separate, it would be the

rest of the country, not them.

LS: I'd like to move into some of that legislation of 1947 now, because it does

follow through from the discussion we've had on the tax agreements.

I'd like to start with a piece of legislation that was a tax agreement

between the Government of Canada and the Government of Alberta. I'd like
to know what the provisions were, and any comments on that.

ECM: In 1947 there was an Act passed which authorized the execution on behalf of

the Province of a Tax Agreement between the Government of Canada and the

Government of Alberta. This was enabling legislation, to enable the
Province to enter into an agreement, if we finally reached an agreement.

This followed up from the previous conference that we've talked about.

In fact, in the Preamble of the Bill it says that "whereas the said
governments (that is, the Federal and Provincial Government) are

negotiating an agreement whereby the Government of Alberta will agree to

suspend for a period of five years the levying and collection of certain

direct taxes in consideration of payments to be made in compensation
therefor by the Government of Canada". The negotiations were going on. We

didn't know whether they were going to reach finality or not. This was

enabling legislation that if, as and when we got to a point where we could

agree, we had the authority to sign.

That Tax Agreement was ultimately entered into. Under that Agreement, the
Federal Government really became the collecting agency for the Province in
these fields.

It was in the fields of personal income tax, corporation tax, and
succession duties.
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LS: The understanding was that that Act was applicable if and when the

Agreement came, for a five-year period only.

ECM: That's right. This Act empowered us to enter into an agreement not longer

than five years.

LS: The second piece of legislation from 1947 is the Corporate Income Tax Act.

I'm interested in the provisions again, and the carryover from the

Federal-Provincial tax arrangements.

ECM: The 1947 Corporation Income Tax Act in Alberta was a re-writing and

updating of our corporate tax legislation which hadn't had a major revision
for years. It was done because at this time of the session of 1947, we

still didn't know if we were going to have an agreement. So we went ahead

on the assumption that if there wasn't going to be agreement, we were going
to go back into the field of personal income tax and corporate tax, which
we had vacated for the War years. That agreement had now expired, so we

had to have legislation in place, so that if we didn't get agreement with

Ottawa, we would be in those fields ourselves.

Because of the lapse of time during the War when we were not in these

fields, a lot of changes had taken place. And we felt that it was an

opportune time to re-write the Act and update everything. So there was

nothing new in principle with the Act; it put us back into the corporation
tax field, following the termination of the wartime arrangement through

which we had vacated it, and assuming that we didn't arrive at an agreement

with Ottawa.

LS: Then in effect, the Corporate Income Tax Act would not have come to pass in

the next five years because the Tax Agreement between the Government of

Canada and the Government of Alberta took its place?

ECM: As I recall the final agreement (and I would have to check this because

it's vague in my mind now), called Tax Transfer Agreements between Ottawa

and the Provinces, which went on for years, was vastly different from that

original thing of a so much per capita grant. It had, for example, the
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equalization payments. That equalization formula was one of the

controversial things. And it also took into account the tax levies imposed

by the Provinces under their own legislation. So this legislation had a

part in it, even though it was not operated from the standpoint of us

actually collecting the tax. But it had a bearing on the amount of
corporation tax and the categories.

LS: There was also an Act in 1947 affecting the Eastern Slopes. I'm interested
in the provisions, but also, why would Ottawa agree to pay for that?

ECM: For many years, Alberta had been concerned about the preservation of the

water-shed on the East slope of the Mountains in Alberta. And not only

Alberta, but Manitoba and Saskatchewa were also concerned. Our major

rivers, rising in the mountains in Alberta, go on through, and there was an

allocation board that allocated waters between the two provinces. And
there was concern that lumbering and forest fires, and all of the other

things that tended to denude the trees on the East slope, would seriously
affect the watershed, the run-off, the holding of snow in the winter, and
even the amount of rain.

But in Alberta, a great deal of this was Federal land, because it was in
the National Parks of Jasper and Banff. So we entered into a series of

discussions with Ottawa for a joint board to supervise the East slope of

the Rocky Mountains, which included all the national part land. The final
arrangement was a board of three people, with a chairman appointed by the
Federal Government. They agreed to as 6 million payment for capital
expenditures - forestry stations, watchtowers, and all the other things -

and the Province paid the administrative costs of the program. It was a

25-year agreement, and there were some changes made to it over the years.
But this was the start of it.

LS: The issue of the Eastern slopes comes up currently, and certainly over the

last five or ten years. These are the same areas that I looked at in terms

of coal development also. If and when we move into that area, is there a

Provincial-Federal issue there also?
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ECM: At the expiration of this Agreement, the Federal Government had no further

say, except on land in the national parks. Much of the discussion that's

taken place in recent years as far as Alberta's concerned in regard to

development (both oil and coal) has been on areas on the Eastern slope, but

outside the national parks. For example, the Wilmore Wilderness Park is a

Provincial park. That lies north of the Federal Jasper Park. That was set

up as a wilderness area, and there has always been a lot of controversy

over to what extent seismic work and activities of that kind should be

permitted in that area. I don't know what the position is today, but in
the days of our government we did not exclude seismic work entirely from

the wilderness area. It was not a park or a reservation in that sense, but

it was a restricted area. There was no development permitted there, but

there was some geophysical work.

LS: There is an Act again in 1947 that refers to the transfer of natural

resources from Federal Government to the Province in 1929 and 1930.

ECM: That was a tidying-up bill. When the Natural Resources Transfer Agreement

was signed in 1930, there were some disputed claims. Ottawa had

administered Alberta's natural resources from 1905 to 1930. And there were

certain monies that had accrued from those resources during that time in

which the Province felt they had a claim, because had the resources been

transferred at the time the Province was incorporated (as in the case of

the other Provinces) these would have been provincial. They were not large

amounts, but a number of little items of that kind had arisen over the

years, which had been unsettled.

After the War, when the tax transfer agreements were being entered into,
everybody (Federal and Provincial Governments) felt that we ought to tidy
up as much of this old financial stuff from the past as possible.

There was also, in the case of the Western Provinces, quite a dispute over

monies that had been advanced for various categories of relief during the

Depression years - Federal Treasury Bills where they had advanced money for
certain categories of unemployment and so on. Were these Federal

responsibilities or Provincial? Was relief for transients who were moving
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to and fro across Canada partly Provincial? Or should that all be
Federal? And the Federal Government had advanced monies to the Provinces
for these things, but there had been no agreement on precisely who should

pay how much.

So there was an effort made to clean up all this stuff, and this bill
happens to be the one that related to the items under the old Natural

Resources Transfer Agreement.

LS: There are two other pieces of legislation in 1947, one an Act Regarding
Communal Property. What were its provisions?

ECM: This was a follow-up of the earlier legislation we've already talked about,
affecting primarily the Hutterite colonies. Initially there had been

legislation which simply prohibited them from acquiring any more land; put

a freeze on them buying land or people selling land to them. A legislative

committee from both sides of the House was set up and it spent a year

holding public hearings, mostly in Southern Alberta around the areas where
the colonies were. They came back with a report, and this legislation was

the outgrowth of that.

It froze the colonies already in existence; they couldn't enlarge except

under two exceptions. One, if they had had land under lease for more than

(I think) five years, they were permitted to purchase that, because they

had been using it. The other, there was a ceiling on the size of a colony,
of 6400 acres (that's 10 sections of land). And I recall, there was a

provision whereby they could get authorization to increase the size of a
colony up to the 10 sections if it was under that.

But the main provision in this Act was with respect to new colonies. They
were not permitted to be established less than 40 miles from an existing
colony. That's really the main feature of the Act.

LS: The Hutterite Committee report and the process of gathering information was
rather long, and there were many hearings and many submissions to it. It
was quite an active committee?
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ECM: Yes. It was set up in one session (I guess it would be 1946) and it sat

all during the interval and the report came in the next session. It had a

year.

LS: The one final thing on that was that apparently Fred Colborne was the Air

Force representative on that Committee. He submitted a minority report

that said the recommendations were "impractical and unjust, and would

annihilate the Hutterites". Can you remember what his position was, and

discussing that with him?

ECM: He felt that it was an undue restriction of the rights of the Hutterites as

people to own and acquire property. It was a point on which Colborne felt

very strongly. Whether it be Hutterites or otherwise, he had very strong

views on human rights. It was a viewpoint that many others shared. I
think I mentioned in our earlier discussions of this, the situation arose

by virtue of the boys being away at the War—and the Hutterites trying to

pick up the land. And in a sense, much of the restriction had been imposed
to protect the boys in the Forces. But the one member of the Committee
that made the minority report was himself a member of the Armed Forces! Of

course he was from an urban centre and had nothing to do with land, but it
was interesting.

LS: Mr. Taylor, however, was a strong supporter of that legislation, was he
not?

ECM: Yes. On the whole, the recommendations of the Committee had quite strong

support. Everybody, I think, was agreed that now with the War over you
could no longer justify a freeze on the land. But the concerns that were

expressed from the area, that carried the judgment of the Committee, were

those of the local people. Not many of the people from that Southern area

that knew the Hutterites objected to Hutterite colonies. What they did
object to was being surrounded by colonies so that they were just a little
isolated island. It was charged (to what extent this was factual, I really

don't know) that it was a practice of the Hutterites, if they wanted some

good land, to encircle that land. Then by and by the two or three farms

left were a little island in the middle, and so the value of their land
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depreciated because nobody wanted to buy a section of land in the middle of
a Hutterite colony. So really the only purchasers became the Hutterites.

LS: Mr. Turcotte from Lethbridge presented the other side of the question of

the Hutterites. Did you know him at all?

ECM: Yes. He represented the Hutterites.

LS: He was a legal representative?

ECM: Yes.

There was one other factor which of course doesn't appear in the
legislation but I know it influenced the Committee and the Legislature at

the time in approving this legislation. The Province made an offer to the

Hutterites. We were groping around for other, better solutions to this
whole problem, and we had a lot of good Crown land in the northern part of
the Province that was fairly isolated in a sense. There were few

communities or towns in the area. But of course that's a long time back -

much of that country is developed today - but it wasn't in those days. And

we offered the Hutterites land there as an alternative to going on buying
more colonies in the south. And the Hutterites turned it down - they said
it was too far away to market their products. They peddled their poultry
and eggs in the towns.

The reaction of the House and the Committee to this (and I think with some

justification) was to say, "Really what the Hutterites are asking is to

have all the advantages of being in established non-Hitterite communities
the markets that the towns and the people provide for their poultry and

eggs - but they don't want to assume any of the responsibilities of the

community. They want the isolation on the colony on the one hand, but the

advantages on the other."

We could have moved any of the colonies that wanted to move, lock, stock

and barrel, to northern Alberta, on good land, but it would have been away

from urban centres, and they wouldn't do it.
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I'm sure it influenced the decision of the House and the Committee on it.
They felt, "This isn't your only alternative. If you want an isolated
life, it's available to you, on good land. But you really want both. And

if you're going to want the advantages of living beside these towns and

populated communities, then you have to respect their concerns of not being
surrounded by communal settlements." So this was the idea of the 40 miles
apart provision.

LS: As I recall, there was strong House support for this legislation.

ECM: Yes. Incidentally, I think we should put into the record that this

legislation was abolished by the present Government of the Province on the

ground that it violated the Hutterites 1 civil rights.

LS: The final Act in 1947 that I would like to refer to is the Fuel Oil Tax
Act. Again I'm interested in the Federal-Prvincial arrangements for that.

ECM: Really this Fuel Oil Tax Act in itself only amended the Act, to increase
the tax from 7<j: a gallon to a gallon. Where the Federal situation was

involved in this was that during the War the Federal Government had imposed
a Federal tax on gasoline. They never had had a tax on gasoline before.

It was done as a War Measures Act. Well, all of the Provinces assumed that

at the end of the War they'd be out of their field, because gasoline tax

was a Provincial tax, it always had been. But Ottawa wouldn't move out of
it.

There were strong representations made at the time of the tax agreements

that Ottawa should get out of that field. In those talks of mine you'll
find a reference to it. The point we made (and some of the Western

Provinces did the same thing) was that here we exempt our agricultural
industry from gas tax. This was done by the colouring of gas for

agricultural purposes. So even though in this bill we increased the tax to

9<| a gallon, it didn't make any difference to the farmers because they
didn't pay tax anyway.
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But the Federal tax of course applied right across the board, so

agriculturalists paid it the same as motorists. And our argument and the

argument of the other agricultural provinces was that this was an undue

penalty on the farmer because the farmer burned ten times as much gasoline

in his tractors as he did in his car. And the gasoline tax initially was a

tax on motorists to pay for highways. This was another reason for

exempting farmers; their gas was not used on the highway. They still paid
tax on what was used in their car, but the gas used in tractors out in the
field had nothing to do with highways, and so they were exempt. But the

Federal tax applied right across the board.

LS: This Act then means that the Provincial Government did gain back that
ability to tax on gas.

ECM: Oh, the gasoline tax was not transferred to the Federal Government. The

argument there was that they had, in addition to the Provicial tax, a

Federal tax. We wanted them to abolish their Federal tax, apart altogether

from the Provincial one.

LS: And, did they abolish it?

ECM: No.

LS: One or two small issues from 1947. Again in this year there is a debate

about the Social Credit Board (money for it) when it falls under the

Department of Economic Affairs. The appropriation had been decreasing
apparently, over the years. In 1945, for instance, it was $27,000. In
1947 it's $19,000. But during the discussion over that thing there is a

statement made by you; you deny that Social Credit supports the personal

opinions of Major Douglas. Why was it necessary to say that at this point
in time?

ECM: This was primarily Douglas 1 books of later years zeroed in very strongly on

the concept of Zionism controlling the monetary system of the world. And

it was always interpreted by many people - and I think with some

justification - as strongly anti-Semitic. This had been bandied around
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quite a bit, and I made a speech in the House repudiating this whole

anti-Semitic thing, and said that we simply did not agree with Major
Douglas 1 personal views on this matter.

LS: Major Douglas was still writing at this period?

ECM: I don't know whether he was writing that late, but his later books were

being circulated around. He moved more and more, in the latter years of

his writing, away from writing just about economics and monetary reform,
and toward this world domination by the international Zionists. That
became a point of great emphasis with him.

The point I was trying to make was that we agreed with most of his econmic
and monetary analysis, but we didn't agree with his personal views which we

regarded as anti-Semitic.

LS: In 1947 there was a farmers' strike of some kind. What was that all about?

ECM: I don't remember all the factors that were involved. I remember one of the

major factors was the price of milk. The farmers said they just were not

getting enough to cover the costs of production, and the farmers' union
called a strike. That was not the only thing, but it showed up quickly
with milk because the farmers just dumped their milk on the ground. They
blockaded the road and wouldn't let the trucks from the dairies pick up

milk from the farms.

The strike was meant to apply to everything, but as I say, it didn't show

up as quickly on other things because farmers only sell their grain in the

fall, and if you have a strike in the summer they're not selling any grain
anyway.

LS: What was your reaction to that strike?

ECM: We made a strong appeal to them. I went on the air, in fact, and made a

very strong appeal. I felt it was a very unwise move. For one thing, they

were withholding all grain—their strike was total, and the National
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Farmers' Union was behind it.

The argument I tried to get over to the farmers in a province-wide radio
broadcast was that it wasn't as if the purchasers of grain were dependent

on the Canadian producer. The world markets for grain would buy grain from
Australia, Argentina, the United States, and all the Canadian farmers were

doing was turning that market over to these competitor countries. And it
might be very difficult to get it back. They weren't hurting the people

they thought they were hurting; nobody was being hurt by it except the

farmers themselves. The people buying the wheat in Europe or Russia didn't
know whether it was coming from Argentina or Timbuktu - it meant nothing to

them.

The strike fizzled out fairly quickly, but I was kicked around quite a bit
for opposing it. The farmers' unions were furious that we would not

support them - not that we didn't feel they had grievances. We

acknowledged that they had some very real grievances. But we felt that the

strike was completely ineffective, and that the people getting hurt were

themselves, no anybody else.

LS: Was the major disagreement then more on the way they chose to show their
disagreement with the policies?

ECM: Yes. For farmers to withhold their products from the market, in my
judgment, is a very very illogical way to voice their protest. It's not

like a case where they're the only source of supply. Generally speaking,
agricultural products can be obtained from quite a lot of places.

Now, it did hurt things like milk. That was something that did have an

effect. But there again, as I pointed out in the broadcast, Who are you

hurting? The kids in the home? They're the ones that drink the milk
mostly. They're not the ones you should be penalizing. It isn't their
fault that you're not getting enough for milk.

LS: I assume that in general, the relationship with the agricultural community
was good?
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ECM: Yes, we had quite good relationships with the farm organizations. The
farmers had problems always, of coarse. I think the areas of disagreement
between the Government and the farm organizations boiled down to two major

ones.

One, there was a not very large but very active socialistic element - this
was the NDP or CCF as it was in those days - among the farm population,
which had as one of their great objectives the public ownership of power.

And every year when the farm organizations came in with their resolutions,
their conventions would always pass resolutions demanding that the Province
take over the generation and distribution of power. That was a point on

which we disagreed. They knew we disagreed, but when the resolution was

read we would always smile and make a few comments, and go on to the next.

Two, we did have quite a few disagreements on the subject of marketing
boards. I think we may have talked about this a bit before. Again, there

was a division among the farm organizations. The larger farmers, on the
whole, particularly livestock people, didn't want anything to do with

marketing boards. The poultry producers were split down the middle. The

large poultry producers didn't want anything to do with boards, whereas the

little ones did. Hog marketing boards were advocated to a great extent.

We had taken the position that under our legislation that authorized the

setting up of marketing boards, the vote had to be a majority of all the
farmers affected, not of the farmers voting. This was a sore point. They

said it should be the same as an election, that if a farmer didn't turn out

to vote, that shouldn't be a "no" vote. But we felt that it wasn't fair;
if you had a board set up, every farmer would have to sell his product

through it, so every farmer was affected by it. So we had the aggregate

number of farmers, and the vote had to be a majority of the ones affected,
not just the ones voting.

LS: One final issue, concerning the Social Credit Member for Banff-Cochrane, a

man by the name of Arthur Ray. In February of 1947 apparently a letter

went to the Speaker of the House to remove his desk to the Opposition
side. I'm interested in your comments on the behind-the-scenes story of
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why this happened. And secondly, is this not an unusual way to oust a

Member?

ECM: Just to give you a little background. Mr. Ray had represented that riding
(and originally he may have represented Calgary) and had been in the House

for several terms. It was rather a pathetic case in some respects. Ray
was a young man, very very zealous, very conscientious, and an absolute

crusader. He had great sympathy for the oppressed and poor people. He'd

been an emotional Social Crediter - "This has got to be."

He had been one that took very strong exception when the Government was

unable to go ahead with its monetary programs. He said, "You just didn't
try hard enough. This is the whole reason you're here. These people have

to have this." And he became very critical of the Government. It became
almost an obsession with him; he made an absolute nuisance of himself as

far as the House and the Caucus was concerned; he was very critical. And

he was finally expelled from the Caucus because the Members said, "There's
no sense in threshing this straw over and over again."

Then he carried on the same thing in the House. He'd get up and spend all

his time tearing the Government to pieces. They weren't doing this, they

weren't doing that, they should have done so-and-so. Until finally the

Members were just fed up with it. They said, "He has every right to say
all these things, but he shouldn't be saying them as a member sitting on

the Government side of the House."

The procedure then was quite normal. They simply asked the Speaker, who is

in charge of the House, to remove his desk to the Opposition side of the
House. So he sat as an Opposition Member of the House after that.

LS: One thing that he charged was that there was "Cabinet control" of the

Government. What was he referring to?

ECM: Well, I think what gave rise to that was that in some of these long

situations we went through in trying to prepare legislation, the

Legislature would pass a bill authorizing the introduction of Social Credit
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monetary proposals. It was the Cabinet's job then to get the program in
place. Well, we'd run into the obstacles and practical difficulties in the

conversion of Alberta credit to currency, for example, and we'd have to

come back to Caucus and say, "You can't do that. We've tried to do it, and

we can't do it." Ray's attitude would be, "But the House has given you

legislation to do it. You have to do it." And then his conclusion was

that the Cabinet was deciding that what the Legislature was directing them

to do couldn't be done, or they weren't going to do it. He was

anti-Cabinet.

LS: I think that's it for today. Thank you
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