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LS: I'd like to pick up on something that we were in the middle of discussing
at the end of last time, and that was on a new formula that came out in
1961 in regard to Federal/Provincial tax. The new formula for the first
time included 50% of the revenue from natural resources. I'm interested in
the implications of that.

EGM: The feature you refer to really has to do with the Federal program for

equalization payments. Under that program they took a package of revenue

sources, computed the revenue that accrued to the provinces as the

aggregate of the revenue accruing from those sources, and then if a

province fell below that national average they were entitled to

equalization payments from the Federal Government. The package initially
included income tax and corporation tax and a number of other taxes of that

kind. The amendment that you refer to was a change in the package to

include 50% of revenue from natural resources - natural resource revenue
had not been included in the original package.

The effect of that change was twofold, particularly as far as Alberta was

concerned. First, because we had the largest amount of revenue coming from

resource development. Our oil and gas development at that stage was

significant. When the 50% of natural resource revenue was included and

then you computed Alberta's intake from that source of revenue, it put us

above the national average, of course, so we no longer qualified for

equalization payments. In other words, we moved from what used to be
called "have not" provinces to being a "have" province. The three

provinces in that category were Ontario, British Columbia, and Alberta.

But it also had a second effect. When they included 50% of the resource

revenue in the package for arriving at this national average revenue, of

course it raised the national average from that package of revenue
sources. And that meant in the case of those provinces that had little or

no revenue from natural resources, they were even further below the

national average than they had been before the 50% of the resource revenue

1



TEXTNAME: auglB/81 (R)P: 2

was included. So not only was the effect of the change to eliminate
Alberta as a province entitled to some equalization payments, but it meant

an increased amount of equalization to those provinces that didn't have

revenue from resource sources. And that compound effect, of course, as far

as its adverse effect, fell on the three provinces - Ontario, British
Columbia and Alberta - who were the provinces putting up the revenue from
which the equalization payments came. When I say "putting it up", it was

not done by the provinces; it was done by the Federal Government. It was

taken from the Federal revenue from those sources. But it did have that

compound effect.

LS: Was that realized at that point in time? Were there discussions about

that ?

ECM: Oh yes. We had argued, of course, against including the revenue from the

depleting resources on a different ground altogether. Our argument had

always been that you should make a distinction between replaceable and
irreplaceable resources. In the case of a resource that could not be

replaced, such as oil or gas, that should not be treated the same as
forestry, for example, where you can replace the resources that you dispose

of. That argument held for some years, but it became a matter of dollars

and cents - they just wanted more revenue, so they added 50% of the

resource revenue in. The fact that it was 50% itself is significant. If
it comes right down to it, if the principle is sound and it should be

treated the same as all other revenues, then there's no reason for putting

50% in. You'd put it all in, the same as the other. The 50% was a

compromise, a 50% recognition that there was some validity to the argument
that it was not the same as revenue from resources that could be replaced.

LS: The manner in which these decisions are taken - are they over a long period
of time with lots of discussion, or what?

ECM: In those days we had quite a number of federal/provincial conferences on

the tax sharing agreements, which included the equalization formula. So

there was a lot of discussion and debate on it, usually at the federal/
provincial conferences which were called for that purpose. In addition to
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that, the individual provinces (including ourselves) made direct
representations to Ottawa on features that we felt either should or

shouldn't be included. So there was considerable discussion. But of

course, it's the old story - in the last analysis the Federal Government

had the power to make the decision as far as their equalization payments

were concerned.

Before we leave that, it might be of interest to note that it's a little

bit amusing the way some of those formulas developed over the years. I can

remember especially the early tax-sharing agreements and equalization
payments. They really didn't start by saying, "Here's what's required,
here are the revenues, here is a formula for meeting this problem of needed

equalization." Then we applied the formula and these are the dollar

figures that it works out at. It was not done that way.

Money was very scarce in those days of course, revenue was scarce. And

while it was never admitted, really what they did (and it was very obvious
from the formulas) was that they started out by deciding how many millions
of dollars can we afford for this program? Then the formula was designed
to give that result. In other words, you started with the number of
dollars you were willing to pay out and you developed a formula that gave

that result, rather than starting with a formula based on some fundamental

principles which gave X dollars as a result at the other end. It was

always done the wrong end to, as far as being sound from a principles
standpoint .

LS: They never even considered doing it the other way around?

ECM: I couldn't say it was never considered, but it was quite obvious at the
federal/provincial conference that Ottawa had decided before the

conference, not on the formula, but "we are prepared to permit X millions
of dollars to be allocated to this program". And then they'd argue the
formula. But you had to come up with a formula that gave approximately
that dollar result, or the formula would not be accepted.
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LS: Another area of federal legislation or regulation is the whole question of

transportation. I'd like to get your comments on really what happened with
transportation during the period 1950 up to 1961. Some of the background
included the 1950 Turgonne(sp?) Commission on freight rates. I know that

you made some statements about the kind of recommendations on that

commission, and also a particular thing called "agreed charges". Do you

recall that? I'm interested in that background, against a federal Royal
Commission on transportation in 1961 which recommended subsidies for

railways, and especially the position of Alberta and of you as Premier of
the Province during this period of time.

ECM: To even scratch the surface of the long controversy over freight rates and

the formula under which these different rates were developed would take at

least hours and hours just on that one subject. But let me put it this
way. There are several obvious causes of the continuing dispute over

freight rates in this country.

In the first place, the country is very large and its population is
unevenly spread and you've got vast distances through which rail lines that

span the country pass, that do not generate enough revenue to carry the

service in that area. Probably the greatest example of this would be the

stretch of rail lines from the eastern part of Manitoba down through
northern Ontario until you get to the populated areas again. It seems to

me there's something like 1,000 miles of line in that region of Canada that

used to be referred to. You had to have it because you couldn't have a gap

without a line going through it. But there was not the population, there

was not the industry there. It generated very little in the way of freight
traffic, or passenger traffic either for that matter. And yet that line
had to be maintained along with the rest of the line.

So from the standpoint of regions, or even provinces, there was no way that

you could have each region stand on its own feet by isolating the

transportation costs for that particular number of miles of railway. If

you're in the densely populated industrial areas, then the rail traffic

could be very lucrative; if you're going through hundreds of miles of

sparsely populated region, there's practically no revenue generated. So
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you start with that problem; there had to be some way of balancing one

region against the other.

In addition, on the transcontinental hauls the railways were faced with
ocean competition at sea ports. You can move freight far cheaper by ship
than you can overland by rail. And this is what gave birth to special
"seaboard" rates. This created some very weird examples in the freight
rate structure. The rates to the West Coast, for example - and I think it

would be agreed by most people - became rather theoretical in latter

years. The railways had rates for certain commodities going from Central
Canada to the Pacific Coast that were called "seaboard rates" and were

based on the assumption that products could be moved through the Panama and

up the west coast to Vancouver at such-and-such a rate, and you had to

compete with that rate. The reason 1 say they were largely theoretical in
the latter years was that there hadn't been any cargo moved that way by

ship for a long time. You could move it that way - that was about all you

could argue.

What this did in the freight structure was to make it, as I say, pretty

weird. There were a number of commodities that could actually be shipped
from the manufacturing centres in Ontario to the West Coast on a "seaboard
rate" and shipped back from Vancouver to Edmonton on a regional rate

cheaper than you could ship those products from Ontario to Edmonton and

drop them off here on the way through because that came under a different
schedule altogether. And of course this was a point of great irritation
and great protest. People would say, "Why in the world do you bring the

goods through Edmonton, take them out to the Coast, put them on another
train and bring them back - and that's cheaper than taking them off the

train as it goes through Edmonton?" But the reason was these different
rates.

So the Turgonne(?) inquiry was one of the inquiries into that among a great

many other problems. There was the MacPherson Commission which made a

study later on.
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The "agreed rates" was a term you used. That had reference to another

aspect. That was an agreement between the railway and a shipper, usually,

in fact almost exclusively, applied to shippers of large quantities of some

commodity. The railway would sit down with a company that was going to

move coal or automobiles or something like this, and make an agreement.

That was called an "agreed charge": We will move that commodity from point
A to point B for so much. So that immediately took that commodity out of

the general freight rate structure and put it in the category of an agreed

charge.

There was strong criticism of that - some of it certainly would be unfair -

from the shippers, people who depended on the railways for commodities that

were not covered by agreed charges. Because every time you eliminated one

commodity from the overall category of freight commodities by putting it

under an agreed charge you reduced the volume that was moved on the regular

schedules. And that tended to push those rates up. And because it was the

big shippers that got the agreed charges, the smaller merchant or dealer or

farmer or whoever it was, that were left to pay the standard freight rates

on the products that remained, said, "Sure, we're paying more because X

Company has enough volume to get an agreed charge." And these agreed
charges were always lower than the regular freight rates. And the

justification that the railways and the shippers advanced was, "Well, yes,

but you can afford to move it cheaper when the volume is larger." And

nobody can deny there was something to that argument. Some of these

commodities you could maybe move as almost a trainload - loads of it -

whereas with the other commodities you'd have the products of half a dozen

shippers to fill one car when you're dealing with little stuff.

So those were some of the major factors. The TurgonneC?) Commission came

out with a formula where the rates not covered in the agreed charges could
not be more than a third more than these special rates. This was sort of a

ceiling protection against the differential between standard rates and

agreed charge rates and seaboard rates.

LS: Did that in fact come into effect?
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ECM: Oh yes. It didn't eliminate the argument because you still had the debate

over what should and shouldn't be permitted into the agreed charge

category. That's where it was moving around all the time. Everybody that

had a reasonable volume of stuff tried to get an agreed charge. And over

the years, as I say, it used to be said that the freight rate structure in

Canada was wonderfully and fearfully made, and there's probably very good

reason for saying that because there came to be so many different
categories of commodities. Probably at the time a rate was worked out for

those commodities there were some valid reasons for that rate. But they

created some ridiculous anomalies. They made no sense when you looked at

them in total.

For example - and this is just a simple illustration - there are certain
commodities which if they were processed came under one rate, if they were

in the raw state they came under another. And this created some unique
situations. I remember an example of that that came to our attention one

time in the area of cement. The Inland Cement Company, I think it was, had
a plant at Exshaw west of Calgary, where they took the rock right out of

the mountains and made cement. They opened a plant in Edmonton. If they

processed the cement to the final stage at Exshaw and shipped it up here,
that came under one category. If you just half processed it - cracked the

rock up but didn't put it through the last grind - that came under a much

cheaper thing, it was unprocessed or not completely processed. So they had

a plant in Edmonton; they could bring the stuff up. Instead of running it
through the final process in Exshaw, they'd stick it on a train to Edmonton

and run it through the final process in Edmonton.

Now that applied in many cases. There were all kinds of weird anomalies.
And all of these matters of course were thrashed out before the Turgonne(?)
Commission and the MacPherson Commission.

LS: One of the things in terms of the MacPherson was the whole question of
subsidies for grain, and I think they really looked at three areas -

subsidies for grain, subsidies for the unprofitable branch lines, and
finally for passenger operations. At that time, as Premier of the
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Province, I think you were concerned about these obviously, and had ideas

about these issues. What were they at that point?

ECU: As costs of transportation increased, the railways were going behind, and
it was a matter of how you were going to make up the amount of revenue

needed not just to operate a railway but (something that people do forget

in connection with railways) also to maintain your rolling stock, your

tracks and all this, or otherwise you may be able to show a profit on what

the actual daily output to run the trains is, but unless you're keeping up

your capital assets ultimately you end up with being faced with millions
and millions of dollars of expenditure to replace tracks, replace

locomotives, cars, and so on.

So the railways were going behind, or said they were going behind, and the

only method open to them to get revenue was to keep on raising freight
rates, which went on over a long period of time, with great screams of
protest particularly in the West because again, as a result of the

geography of Canada, the West has always carried the burden of freight
rates. With the manufactured goods from Ontario and Quebec that were moved

to the West, it was not the shipper but the purchaser that paid the freight
rates - the freight rates were added to the cost. The other way round,
when Canadian grain was moved to the Lakehead to be loaded on the lake

boats to take it for shipment to outside markets, the price the farmers

quoted was FOB Fort William. In other words, the farmer paid the shipping

charge to the Lakehead. So the criticism in the West was, "We pay the

shipping costs on the manufactured goods that are sent out from the East,

and we pay the shipping costs on our raw primary products that we ship to

ports in the East. We're getting it going and coming." There was very

strong resistance against these constant increases in freight rates.

The only other way to make this up - and this was the conclusion the

MacPherson Commission came to - was to make it up by way of government
subsidies. And the argument for the subsidies was that the national
transportation system was vital to the country; you have to have a national
transportation system. But the cost of operating a national transportation

system in a nation as large and diverse as Canada is more than the traffic
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can carry itself. So. the government should subsidize certain aspects of

it. One of the justifications that the people concerned in getting such

subsidies for rail traffic - and of course it's an endless debate as to how

valid the argument is - is the fact that for other forms of transportation
such as trucking the governments build the highways, the governments

maintain the highways. The truckers don't pay for the highways. They

think they do in the price you charge them for licences, but it really

doesn't quite work out that way! And they would point to this and say,

"Here's the trucking industry (which is the big competitor of the railways
and which was taking a lot of business away from the railways in those

days) driving over highways which are built by governments with public
money. The railways build the right-of-way." Of course, the

counter-argument came back to that, "Oh, yes, but when the CPR was built
across Canada they were given the land grants and the mineral grants, and
that was the compensation."

The other factor that gets into this in Western Canada and is still a

contentious point is the Crow's Nest grain rates. The Crow's Nest grain

rates go back for years and years and years. It's a special rate for

moving grain from the West to the Lakehead to the seaport. And the

argument for the Crow rate was, one, it was vital to the agricultural
economy of Western Canada if they were going to get their products into a

world market. And along with it of course went the argument that this was

one of the offsets of the land grants and mineral grants and all this which
had been given to the CPR when they build the railway. Of course the

railway vehemently denied that the grain rates had anything to do with
that, but that was the argument. And that's raged for years.

Interestingly enough, the Crow's Nest grain rates was entrenched in
legislation which was initiated in the Senate, not in the Commons at all.

The Senate still talks about that as one of the great accomplishments of
those early years!

Today, as you know, there's a lot of agitation and a lot of pressure, even

from some farm groups who feel that the time has come to scrap the old

Crow's Nest rates and substitute something else. I think that from the



TEXTNAME: auglB/81 (R)P: 10

farmer's standpoint.it really wouldn't make much differnece to him whether

he had a break in the cost of moving his grain by way of the Crow's Nest

rates or some other way. But what he's understandably scared of is the

Crow's Nest rates are entrenched in legislation and tradition - they've
been there for years and years and years and they're regarded as almost
sacred by the farm organizations - and the government might come out with
some alternate subsidization program that would be roughly the equivalent
of the Crow's Nest grain rates but it wouldn't be entrenched the way the

Crow's Nest rates are. And they're scared that after two or three years

the government would change it or abolish it or something of that kind. I

really believe that's the biggest reason for the strong opposition to even

touching the Crow's Nest rates.

LS: How does an issue like this that's so long and ongoing in the Prairie
Provinces affect a government, for instance your government? How do you
deal with it?

ECM: The hearings on freight rate issues have gone on not only before these
various Royal Commissions that were set up from time to time but what used

to the the old Transport Board (they have a new name for it now) which
governed all railway regulations and shipping charges was a regulatory body
for railways. They held public hearings repeatedly on individual issues.
In other words, if the railways wanted to change a rate, there were certain
rates they could change without reference to the Board of Transport
Commissioners, but there were many that they couldn't. So they would have
to make an application to the Board of Transport Commissioners for an
increase in rates. Then the Board of Transport Comissioners would hold

public hearings. They didn't have to in all cases, but they did in many

cases. And at those hearings the governments or interested parties would

make representations and then the Transport Board would make the award. In
other words, the railways were not free to just raise the rate on their

own. It was regulated almost like a utility is regulated. And because of
the number of applications for changes in freight rates these hearings were

going on continuously. Every year there would be some of them.
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The concern of this matter to Alberta was so great because we happened to

be at the peak of the rate. We were the farthest west from Ontario from

the industrial centres, that did not get the benefit of the seaboard

rates. When you got out to the West Coast, they were not so concerned
because they benefited from the seaboard rates. They could get many

commodities shipped to Vancouver from the industrial centres of Ontario and

Quebec cheaper than we could get them shipped to Edmonton because we didn't
qualify for the seaboard rates. So we were at the apex of the rate

structure. Saskatchewan was very similar; Manitoba a little less because

the distance was less. Some of the Maritimes had almost the same problems.

We maintained an office in Ottawa which was set up initially by the

Farmers' Government as a trade commissioner's office. In fact, it was in
Toronto and was set up I think originally in cooperation with the Coal
Association because they were trying to get Canadian coal into Eastern

Canada. We moved that office to Ottawa when our government came in, and it

remained as a trade commissioner's office but its major function for many

years was a watching brief for Alberta on these hearings before the Board
of Transport Commissioners on freight rates, and many of the submissions
were made jointly by Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba, sometimes by those

provinces and one or two of the Maritimes. Mr. J. J. Frawley who was in
charge of that office for many, many years originally had been a lawyer in

the Attorney General's Department here in Edmonton. He served for a short

period as Chairman of the Oil and Gas Resources Conservation Board when it

was first established. And then he was transferred to Ottawa to take

charge of this commissioner's office, and he became recognized as one of
the best authorities on freight rates in Canada. He appeared before scores

of these hearings on behalf of Alberta and sometimes on behalf of the other

provinces. So it was an ongoing thing, primarily before the Board of

Transport Commissioners.

There were some areas where the Federal Government had the power to

override the recommendation or order of the Board of Transport

Commissioners, and I can remember a few cases where we disagreed violently

with the recommendation or order of the Commissioners and we would go
directly to the Federal Cabinet and make representations there.
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LS: It raises an interesting issue. Transportation within the constitutional
set-up is a federal area, and yet as leader of the government here and with

an issue that keeps recurring, did you ever find yourself feeling

ineffectual - like you were caught between two very difficult situations?
For instance, the farmers wanting certain kinds of considerations and the

fact that you didn't have overall authority to make some of the decisions.

ECU: Well, it was a constant problem. Really if you look back over the things
since Confederation which have placed perhaps the greatest strains on

Confederation and have certainly led to Western alienation, I would say

that there have been four of them. Two are old and two are new. The two

old ones were the impact of tariffs and the freight rate structure. Both
of those militated against Western Canada.

The tariff structure was there to give protection to the industrial
heartland of Canada in Ontario and Quebec. It cost the consumers of Canada

in the other regions more for the products because if they brought in
imported products they had to pay duty on them. So the tariff issue was
always a controversial one and it is one of the root causes of alienation
of the West from the East. I should add in that regard, not only

alienation between the West and the Federal Government, but in the tariff
end of it, probably more alienation between the West and the region of the

East, because the Westerners always felt, "Look, this is protection for

Ontario and Quebec," the industrial heartland. The old economic philosophy
on which Canada was built was the idea of an industrialized heartland

(Ontario and Quebec) protected by tariffs against undue competition from

outside, and a hinterland to the West and East linked by rail
transportation which provided the raw materials and the market. And that
was the concept, the old philosophy, the "Economic Policy" it was called,
for Canada.

The freight rates were the other thing on a par with tariffs to create

Western alienation. The West always felt that they were penalized by
virtue of having to pay, as I said earlier, the transportation charges on

their raw products going east and their manufactured products coming west,
and having very little voice in what those charges would be. It's the old
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story. First of all, you'd argue with the railways, you'd argue with the

Board of Transport Commissioners which was a federal regulatory body. Your

last court of appeal was the Federal Government, but there again you had

exactly what we're hearing so much about today. The Federal Government was

dominated by Central Canada because of representation by population. So

rightly or wrongly the West, and to a considerable degree the Maritimes,
felt that they got the short end of the deal in many of these things.

Those were the two old ones. It's not that these have been resolved,
they're still there - maybe a little less than they used to be - but the

two new ones are resource ownership and management, which has become the

dominant point of alienation and controversy between Alberta and

Saskatchewan (and 8.C.) and the Federal Government; and the constitutional
issue. Those are the two modern ones. So today we have four major issues
that alienate certainly Western Canada and the Maritimes. We've always had

the two.

LS: One final question on transportation. There's a recent decision by Via
Railway to in fact close down a number of branch lines, through mainly
Western Canada, I believe, is it not? And I wondered about your comments

about that and the whole direction of transportation. You say it's not as

great an issue today, but certainly it's one of continuing concern, is it
not ?

ECM: It's very much an issue of concern. What I meant by saying it's not as

great as it was before, you do have alternate ways of transportation, for

example the trucking industry in the last thirty years has become a major
way of moving products in Canada. Even air freight is a big factor today.

In the old days there was no way to move products except by the railway -

that was the only way you had to do it.

The Via Rail thing: I'm not familiar with the material behind the Federal

decision on this thing, but I can make a couple of general observations.
Passenger service, for many many years, has been an unprofitable service

for railways. I suppose you'd have to blame that primarily on the

automobile and aviation. In the early days, if you went east to west you
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went by train. There was no other way of going. Today for business travel

there are very few business fellows going out to Ontario from Western

Canada by train. When you can get on a plane and go down in three hours

you're not going to take a train and spend three days as we used to in the

early days. So the volume of rail passenger traffic dwindled. I think it
dwindled even more because the railways, seeing that it was not a

profitable field, let the passenger service standards go down very badly.

We used to have some pretty good passenger service in the old days. I
rather enjoyed the occasions when we used to go back and forth to Ottawa.

It took us three nights and two days to go down, but you'd get a

compartment or a drawing room on a train, take your documents and briefs
along, you're away from telephones and people, and you'd get a lot of work
done. There were good dining cars, good dining service - it wasn't an

unpleasant way to travel, except for the time. But certainly in recent

years the passenger service has dwindled. They just didn't spend the money
on it. The equipment's old, the service was poor, inadequate, and these

things feed on themselves. The poorer the service got, the more
inclination there was for people to travel by car or by plane and forget
the train. As a result, the railways some years ago wanted to get out of
the passenger service altogether. They went a long way in that direction.
I'm pretty sure the CPR would have gotten out of its entirely if it hadn't
been that the Federal Government requires them to continue some service.

Then they developed this Via Rail thing under which the Government took

over the passenger service. They leased the use of the rail line from the

railway companies, and the government Via Rail structure, which is a Crown

structure, operates the passenger service. They have operated at a big

loss; it has not been profitable. So what they're apparently attempting to

do now is cut down on the miles of service that they provide, eliminate the
ones that are only generating a small amount of revenue. I don't know what

the figures are; I haven't seen them.

I have a little difficulty, for example, seeing how the transportation by
Via Rail, particularly from Edmonton to Jasper, I would think would be a

very profitable one, at least as profitable as any (I don't know that any
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of them are very profitable), because in the summer that's quite a popular

run and a lot of tourists are going to Jasper. I'm surprised at that part

of the system being cut out. They have the figures, I don't, do I can't
say what the figures are, but I would question that this is wholly a matter

that the ones that are the biggest losers being dropped.

The same principle applied in the abandonment of freight lines, and this
controversy has gone on for many years. There were a lot of lines that

were built in Western Canada primarily to handle grain traffic, because for

farmers in the old days when they hauled wheat by wagons and horses and so
forth, distance was important. So they got these elevators scattered all

over the country as far as possible to cut the distances down. Many of
those lines became very unprofitable, and this was partly due at least to

the advent of modern trucks. With the modern truck it doesn't make too

much difference whether the farmer hauls his grain ten miles or two, but it
did when he hauled with horses. And a lot of those lines have been
abandoned. They don't even run trains on them except maybe once a week, or

some of them not at all. Some of them have been torn up. The railways
have had a campaign on for years, wanting to abandon a lot more of these

branch lines where there's very little service. But there's always strong

opposition to that from the region.

I think the railways have left themselves open to a lot of justifiable
criticism in how they've handled both the passenger service and the

abandonment of lines. But at the same time, in fairness, I think you have

to admit that there have been some rather unreasonable attitudes on the

part of the public.

It's been rather interesting, if you follow some of the hearings that

they've held on these branch line abandonments, and Dayliners, and stuff of
this kind. I recall one instance in Alberta where there was a hearing held

in a town down towards central Alberta. The local residents were vehemently

protesting the abandonment of the Dayliner service down that line. It ran

twice or three times a week or something and was going to be taken off.

And these people came in from the towns all around the place for this
hearing. One of the railway officials was smart enough at the hearing to
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get up and say, "I'd like to ask how many of you men who came to protest

the abandonment of the line came on the Dayliner?" Of course, not one of

them had come! They'd all come by car. They didn't use the Dayliner, but

it was just the principle of the thing. And I think that is a factor. The

figures sometimes do not support what the communities say.

On the Via Rail stuff, I can't say. All I could say is that I'm surprised

at some of the routes they're going to abandon. I would certainly think
that in Western Canada at least the run through Edmonton to Jasper in the

summer time would be high traffic volume.

The other thing I think needs to be said, and what I regard as a more

serious factor in the abandonment of Via Rail service. The most economical
way for long-distance passenger transportation is trains. It's far more

economical than airlines and private cars, because you can move a lot of

people with one facility. And I would think, if I had anything to do with
it, in a country like Canada where you've got these vast distances and

where energy conservation is going to become increasingly important, we

should be going all out to develop a modern, streamlined, high-quality rail
passenger service. I think the energy factor - the savings in energy -

would be tremendous.

Now, that's easier said than done, I'll admit. It involves a huge capital
expenditure. You've got to get modern, streamlined speed trains. If
you've been in Japan you know what the situation is there. They have the

super "Bullet" that they call it that runs from Tokyo up to Osaka - 140
miles an hour, smooth as the floor. You can sit there and not feel a

ripple, and you're doing 140 miles an hour. A beautiful thing to ride.
Now that's the kind of passenger service which we should have in these vast

distances in Canada. It would be extremely economical if you could fill
trains like that up and move them. I don't see the national government

moving in this direction too much, for two reasons. One, it's a pretty

bold, imaginative thing to do and it would cost a lot of money. I don't
think they have the imagination to do it - certainly the present government
hasn't. And secondly, you have a conflict of interest. The government

runs Air Canada. So if you're going to boost the passenger service on
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modern rail services you're going to cut down your air travel. And you've
got the same thing in Alberta with Pacific Western. They talk here about a

fast train between Edmonton and Calgary. Well, I hope it comes. I think
that's a logical place for a fast train. But that's Pacific Western's most
profitable route, the airbus between Edmonton and Calgary. And the

Government owns Pacific Western. Now, are they going to make a move which
will cost them millions of dollars, and in the process eliminate Pacific
Western's most profitable run? I have some doubts that they'll do that.

LS: In addition to some of these decisions having an economic background, are

there any political reasons for why, for instance, certain lines are cut?

ECM: Oh yes, this thing's shot full of politics. First of all, there's the

overall political consideration that the East runs the political life of

Canada because of its domination in Parliament. That's number one. The

Transport Board which sets the national rates is a Federal board and it's
dominated by the Federal Government which in turn is dominated by the

voters of Central Canada. It's just that simple.

The other thing is that in a sense railways are something like highways,
and there's no area of public service on a provincial level that's more

controversial and in some respects sensitive than highways. If you're
going to build a highway from A to B, everybody in every other region will
tell you why it should go from Xto Z and not from Ato B. If you're going
to bypass a town, the people will scream to high heaven. So governments

are under great political pressures in that field, constantly. If you're
going to do the most sensible, most economic, thing for example, to move

people from A to C, and B's somewhere in between, are you going to go

through B as a convenience to that community, or is your objective to go

from A to C? That may be a direct line that takes you ten miles away from

B.

I know when the Edmonton-Calgary highway was modernized (in the old days it
was a gravel trail, it wandered around and went into every little place on

the way down), when they tried straightening it out they took 20 miles off
the length of it by just straightening the thing, but we had to bypass a
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bunch of towns. Wetaskiwin's bypassed; Ponoka's bypassed; all those. And

we had delegations on our doorstep saying this was terrible. We said, as

far as that highway was concerned, this was a main artery to move traffic

between Calgary and Edmonton, the two large centres in the province, and to

serve the communities in between, but not to be a road to try to go into

every community.

And again there are some rather humourous touches to these things. I

remember at the southern end of that route we were bypassing a couple of

towns and they were screaming that this would ruin them, that people would

go right on by and they wouldn't get any business. We always questioned

that. To me it never made sense, because of people on a through route,

such as Edmonton to Calgary, how many of them are going to stop at Bowden

or Penhold or something to do their shopping? You don't do that. You're

going to Calgary. If you stop, you go in for a cup of coffee somewhere,
but that's it. You don't stop and do your grocery shopping halfway down.

But I remember after going through all these representations from towns we

were bypassing, there was one of them down towards the south end (Carstalrs

or somewhere in there) that was right on the route, right beside it. I

remember a delegation of theirs coming to see us on another matter some

time after and saying, "We made a mistake when you built that highway. We

should have urged you to bypass us." I was interested in why they felt

that way. They were only 30 or 40 miles from Calgary. They said, "First

of all, you don't get much local business off through-highway traffic. But

what we're finding now is that it's so easy for our people to get in a car

on a nice super-highway to drive to Calgary to do their shopping that we're

losing our local trade to Calgary because the highway goes through the

town!" But these are the political things that come up all the time.

LS: During the early 60's and late 50's, your Minister of Transport was Gordon

Taylor who was certainly an interesting individual. What was he like as a

Minister for this area?

ECM: Gordon was, to my mind, far and away one of the best Highway Ministers this

province ever had. Gordon was very very interested in that work, for one
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thing. He was a bachelor; time meant nothing to him; he had no home

responsibilities, no family responsibilities. He lived for the

Department. He was at work at 6:30 every lorning; his hours were

atrocious. And Gordon Taylor, I am quite sure, has driven over every mile
of road in this province perhaps a dozen times, and some of them 150

times. He knew Alberta. You could ask Gordon about the condition of a

side-road 150 miles from Edmonton, and he'd say, "Well, it's rough between

here and here, and it's good from there on." He knew it like the palm of
his hand. He was a terrific highway minister.

LS: He was quite outspoken?

ECM: Oh yes, he was that type.

LS: He never created a problem for you in terms of that?

ECM: Oh, Gordon would make speeches once in a while when he got carried away a

little bit, but he was a good Minister. Gordon came from Drumheller, and

they just loved him down there. Gordon could be elected without even going
down there when elections came around. He went into the services during
the War, he served in the Air Force, and when he came back we brought him

into the Cabinet. He had been a private member before that.

LS: How did he become knowledgeable about this area?

ECU: Well, he pretty well started from scratch. He was a chap that had been

around the Province considerably; he wasn't a stranger to the Province as a

Member. Gordon was very active. He'd go out to speak at meetings all over

the place. It was his full life; that's all he did. And once he took on

the Department, he was an insatiable worker. One of the first things he

did was he said, "I'm going to get familiar with the highway system," and

away he went.

He was the type of fellow that the highway crews and contractors never knew
what hour of the day or night Gordon would turn up at the camp. And if he

saw a cat that should have been working standing by the road, he wouldn't
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just go back to his office; he'd get out of his office and ask, "Where's
the foreman around here? What's that machine sitting out there for?" And

he wanted an answer. He was that type of fellow, and he kept them on their

toes.

LS: They would have respected that as well.

ECM: Oh yes.

LS: I'd like to move to some of the legislation in 1961 now, and look at

several pieces there. The first one is Chapter 44 that had to do with the

licencing of trades.

ECM: This was a minor amendment. The Licencing of Trades and Businesses Act

had been put through in about 1936 or 37, around there. We went too far in

that first legislation. It was in the Depression years and the first Act
was designed, among other things, to give the Government power to establish
business codes. It provided for setting up codes which even went as far as

setting minimum prices. This came about because of a lot of pressure from
trades who were concerned by the vicious under-cutting that was going on in

the Depression years, trying to take business away from others, and so on.

We did establish a few of that kind of code. I remember one of them

applied to service stations. They had a minimum schedule of charges: they

couldn't charge less than so much for a list of services.

We abandoned that quite quickly because it didn't work. First of all, it
was obviously too much government intervention into the marketplace. And

secondly, we soon found that the same people that were on our doorstep

wanting these minimum rates set, any time a customer came in and objected
to the minimum rate, the fellow was very quick to say, "Of course I'd be

happy to do it for less, but you know this blinkety-blank government has

forced this schedule on me and I have to charge you this." And it created
an awful lot of flak and criticism, and the Members got very exercised
about it. So that aspect was pretty well abandoned.
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Under the Licencing of Trades and Businesses Act, the Act under which

businesses ordinarily took out a licence when they were established - that

was statistical, so you know how many of all the different categories of

businesses. What this amendment did was to stick in a section that really

was designed at the time to cope with the problem of loss leaders that

became popular in around that time, where stores would put on these loss

leader deals. This empowered the Lieutenant Governor in Council to set

"standards of ethics, methods, practice and systems applicable to

businesses" and so on. That was really what it was for. The Department of

Trade and Industry did try to eliminate this "loss leader" practice, but

this was really what it was for.

LS: It wasn't successful in doing that, was it?

ECM: I think it reduced it. I remember another thing that came up in the same

area later on which has never been accepted in this Province and I'm sure

it isn't here till today, and that was stamps - you know the system they

have in the States where you get stamps for everything you buy. This is a

form of inducement. The chain stores applied to have that in Alberta years
ago and it was refused.

LS: They have it in Ontario, don't they?

ECM: Ontario has it, yes.

LS: The second piece of legislation that seemed to be fairly controversial at

that point in time was Chapter 23, having to do with dental technicians.
I'm interested in the background to that, while it was brought about, and

why it was so controversial.

ECM: This was a long-drawn-out controversy and I guess it goes on everywhere and
still does for that matter. Dental technicians are the people who do the

technical work in the production of dentures and so on. Normally they work
under dentists. The dentist will hire these technicians to make the plates

and do the technical work, the mechanical work, and so on. But the
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technicians do not work on the patient. The dentist takes the impressions
and does all the contact with the patient. The technician's in the

laboratory at the back of the shop making the plates and doing the

corrections and so on.

I think what started this thing being controversial was a number of these

men who did that kind of work from time to time would come out with
statements to the public, "Look, you're being grossly overcharged. We do

the stuff; we know what it costs to make a set of dentures. The rake-off

here is terrible. If we could make them directly for you, we could do it

for a fraction of what you're paying to go to a dentist." That has quite
an appeal, and there was pressure to permit these people to work directly

on the patient's mouth. The technicians, some of them, argued that they

had far more experience in the actual production of dentures than the

dentist had. That wasn't what he did. And that they were quite capable of

taking impressions. Where they wanted to draw the line between the

technical work and the dentist was more in the field of dental surgery.

They wouldn't argue that they were capable of extracting teeth and doing

dental surgery. But as far as taking impressions and making dentures,
their argument was that they were as good or better than a dentist any day.

So quite a lot of people got exercised about this. The Members used to

raise it. "Why can't these technicians be permitted to make dentures?"

Of course, to the dental profession this was just utter heresy. They were

vehemently opposed. And this thing went on for a long time. This Act was

an attempt to try to bring a little order out of the confusion. Really

what it did was it recognized dental technicians as a profession - I guess

you could call it a profession but it was more of a trade - but under this
there were provisions made for the training of dental technicians,
qualifications for dental technicians. Then if they met those standards

they were licenced and they could advertise themselves as Registered Dental
Technicians. And it prohibited people who were not registered dental

technicians from doing this work. In other words, it gave them a

profession to that extent.
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It didn't go as far.as the technicians wanted because it didn't permit them

to work in the patient's mouth. It did say that nothing in the Dental

Association Act should prohibit a dental technician who was registered
under this act "from performing without the prescription of a dentist the

repair of any prosthetic denture, bridge, appliance or anything that does

not require the alteration of any human tooth or tissue or the taking of
impression inside the mouth to effect such repair." We felt it was going

too far to permit them to do that aspect. But it was not a happy Act from

either side. The technicians said it didn't go far enough; the dentists
said it went much too far.

LS: One of the quotes I read in the newspaper was where a Dr. Maclean who was

then Dean of the Dental Faculty threatened that he and his whole staff
would resign if, I guess, the technicians got what they were after. When
you're in government, how do you react to that kind of stance?

ECM: Well, it creates some problems because usually you have some pretty sincere
people on both sides. But unfortunately of course you always get the

extremists that gather around those few sincere, sensible people. And in

this case we had technicians who would come to us and say, "We're capable

of doing this and this and this and there's a saving to the public in it"
which we were interested in. You'd have dentists come and say, "Look,
there isn't one of these fellows that ought to be permitted anywhere near a

patient." This is the extreme on the other hand.

All you can do is try to strike some happy balance that benefits the public
as far as there is any benefit to them, and that does no more damage than

it does good. For example, in this case I think recall the representations
you speak of from the Dental Faculty. Of course what they were alarmed

about was that the technicians wanted the right to deal directly with the

patient and to take impressions and make dentures. And the dentists said,
"if you're going to permit that, it's going to destroy the profession of

dentistry. People are going to go to people who are untrained and you're
going to have all the complications of disease and everything else that'll
come from these people not having the experience or knowledge to detect

diseases of the mouth" and all the rest of it. They painted the blackest
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picture they could paint. So we hit what we thought was a reasonable happy

medium, which didn't make either of them happy.

LS: Do you do that very often in government?

ECM: Oh, quite frequently. That's why they call government the art of the

possible .

LS: A third piece of legislation, and we may be taking the third and fourth

pieces together because there's some talk now of a new tax plan, I believe,
in this period of time. There's Chapter 54, An Amendment to the

Municipalities Assessment Act and Chapter 75 having to do with Special
Areas. What were the provisions there, and did they in fact fit in with
the whole new tax plan that your Government was looking into at that period
of time?

ECM: One of the factors involved in a number of these changes was assessment of

improvements in industry and also in one of those pieces of legislation for

purposes of assessment they were permitted to include properties which were

exempt from taxation because they were publicly owned, such as goverraent

buildings, but on which a grant was paid in lieu of taxes. What they were

trying to get at was a more fair and realistic assessment base in the

municipalities. Whether it was taxed or not was a separate question, but
to get the assessment to include just about everything rather than have a

whole lot of exemptions to assessments. And this was one of the special
areas that added the Electric Power and Pipeline Assessment Act which meant

that pipelines and power lines could be assessed. Whether they were going

to be taxed or not, as I say, was a separate issue. But all facilities
that were constructed - whether it was buildings or pipelines or power

lines - could come on the assessment roll.

Where that became important was, we were working at that time on a couple

of programs. One in the municipal field for trying to get a more equitable
basis for municipal grants. That's something that pretty well has to be

tied to assessment - not exclusively, but that is a factor that you have to
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take into account. The amount of assessible property in a municipality is
a pretty sure indication of how much development there is there. The other

program was what became known as the Foundation Program for Education.
That was a central provincial fund from which money was paid out to the

various school jurisdictions. And there again in the disbursement of the

foundation funds assessment was a factor. So all of these pieces of
legislation were getting the assessment of the province on an equalized and

as complete a basis as possible, rather than just have some municipalities
assessing certain kinds of property and not others - quite a patchwork

situation.

LS: What I'm not clear on is that there seems to be a major overhaul of

assessment and taxation within this provincial/municipal thing. Is there

some background to that?

EQI: Well yes, I think we mentioned this in earlier talks. When the assessing
was left to each municipality, in the first place they could decide that

certain property was exempt altogether from assessment, so you did not have

province-wide uniformity with respect to what facilities were assessed.

One municipality would assess something which might have been exempt in

another municipality. And secondly, because the assessing was being done

by municipal assessors, you had the difference of the standards or formulas

within the municipalities even if they were assessing the same thing.

So we moved in two directions - over quite a period of time, it wasn't a

sudden thing - one, to provide that the assessing could be done by

provincial assessors under contract to the municipalities so you had the

same people and the same ground rules for assessing; and two, to move

towards a province-wide formula under which whatever was going to be

assessed was uniform across the province.

In other words, you wouldn't have one municipality exempting pipelines and
another one assessing pipelines. And the concept behind it was to assess

everything that could properly be assessed. Not that it necessarily had to

be taxed, but if it was on the assessment roll uniformly across the whole

province, then when you used assessment as a factor for distributing
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municipal grants or distributing educational grants from the Foundation,
everybody was treated the same.

LS: Was part of this issue the whole question of a number of private members'
bills where they would come in and say, "This church (or this society or

whatever) should be exempt from this"? Was this part of this issue?

ECM: Well, it does touch on it, and that became rather controversial at times.
Traditionally in Canada - and this is a good example - churches have always

been exempt from taxation, and exempt from assessment. They've always been

treated that way. But from time to time you have these situations where

there is some controversy as to whether this is a church within the meaning

of the legislation.

I can recall a couple of cases. I remember there was a Seventh Day
Adventist Bible College that's down by Lacombe. They have a sanctuary;

they have many of the facilities of a church; and I don't think there was

any controversy on those. But I remember the phase of their work that

there was controversy over: they operated, by their students, a book

binding plant. They did this, I believe, for their own denomination. They

bound books and literature and stuff of this kind. The criticism was, that

is not a church function. That's a commercial function being run by a

church. So that cannot properly be exempt from taxation. And of course

somebody running a book bindery in the town a few miles away would be quite
concerned about this. If anybody could take their books to a book bindery
that was operated by a church that didn't pay any taxes and was not
assessed even, this would raise a whole lot of complications. If they
charge for it, then they get in wrong with the income tax people because

that becomes commercial.

So from time Co time you had private bills, usually dealing with that kind

of situation. It was not a general thing, but a Bible college or a church
- some churches for example had recreational halls in conjunction with the

church. Normally these probably would be treated as just part of the
church function. In some instances, they might want to rent these halls

out. Now, as soon as they do that they become commercial in the sense that
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they're competing with other facilities. And then you immediately get

criticism if they're tax-exempt and the other one is taxed.

LS: Before leaving this, you mentioned the Foundation program and new education
tax plan. That was, I think, fairly controversial, was it not?

ECM: Well, yes, it was controversial because it was a new concept as far as

financing education was concerned. It changed the basis of provincial
financing of education.

Very briefly, the Foundation program provided that the Province would

provide grants, under a formula, to cover what was referred to as "basic
education". If any school district wanted to go beyond the provisions in

that basic standard of education - put on special courses or something of

that kind - they were free to do that, but that was not financed by the

Foundation program. The Foundation program covered all the basic costs of

educ at ion.

If the school districts wanted to go beyond the ceilings that were

authorized for equipment, staff, and so on, under the foundation, they were

perfectly free to do it, but they picked up that portion themselves. In

other words, the concept of the Foundation was to cover the costs of basic
educat ion.

There was always controversy where that line should be drawn, of course.

But it was quite a major step forward, I think, and it was well received on

the whole. The taxes that were levied then for education went into this

Foundation fund. If the municipality wanted to go beyond what was provided
in the Foundation program then they levied their own education tax over and
above that for that purpose and that was left to each school district and

munic ipali ty.

LS: One of the comments that was picked up in the Journal in March 1961 was

that your Government would not or could not, I'm not sure, provide a

written statement of the policy on that plan. Was that the case?
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ECM: I don't know what they'd be referring to there. The basic concept was

certainly clearly understood. It was outlined in numerous statements in

the House and in speeches, and so on. 1 think probably what they're
getting at was, where controversies arose was in those cases where school

districts, perhaps with the support of their municipalities but usually the

school districts, wanted to have certain education features included in the

program which were not in the program as spelled out. And there was a

degree of flexibility kept in those things, particularly in the initial
years. We realized that it wasn't etched in stone; there would have to be
some things added that were not included when it was announced initially,
and probably some things in it would be dropped. And I imagine we were

reluctant to say, "Look, this is it. This is adamant." If there was a

valid argument why we hadn't gone far enough in including a certain thing,
we were open to listen to it and add it if there was an argument that,
"Look, you've got something in here that's much less important to be a

general feature of a province-wide program and one you've leftout," then we

wanted to be flexible to make that adjustment. And I think it must be
something of that kind they're referring to, that we wouldn't say, "Look,
this is the last word in stone, and there's nothing will be changed."

LS: Just to digress for a moment, that seems to be a continuing theme of your
style or approach, to be careful about allowing for that kind of

flexibility.

ECM: I think that's right. And it seems to me that that's so vital in mattersof

government. There are very few things you can etch in stone.

Circumstances are different within regions even in the province, and things
change. And unless you retain a degree of flexibility in public programs

you run into these situations that you hear of so often today where

somebody is a victim of something which is obviously a stupid thing to do

but "that's what the regulations say" so it doesn't matter how stupid it

is, that's what it's got to be. We tried to avoid that.

If in the application of a program some stupid situation were created, we

wanted to be able to step in quickly and say, "We don't intend to have this

program create stupid situations. This is something that wasn't foreseen.
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It's obvious the formula does not fit here." We've got to not say to the

people, "We're sorry, the program's in stone, so you've got to take its
consequences." Let's change the program to make it meet the needs of

people - that's what we were trying to do. And you have to have

flexibility to do that.

LS: I'd like to return to the legislation for a couple of other things. One

was Chapter 56 which was an amendment to the Pipeline Act of 1958. What
were its provisions?

ECM: It was an update. There were not any outstanding new features. It
broadened the application of the Act to deal with pipelines that related to

manufacturing plants and refineries and things of this kind. There was

found need to draw distinctions between that kind of pipeline and main
pipelines that carried oil or gas. It was more that type of thing.

LS: More a technical thing?

ECM: Yes, an updating in the light of the growth of the industry and the new

conditions.

LS: The next piece of legislation is Chapter 5 which is an amendment of the

Assessment Act. Is that what we've talked about?

ECM: Yes, that's the same thing. That provided the including of clarification
of improvements and things of that kind for assessment purposes.

LS: The final piece of legislation then for 1961 is a piece of legislation,
Chapter 46, on the Local Authorities Board. What were its provisions?

ECM: That was a new Act. This was the Board under which application was made by
municipalities for annexation, and all this type of thing. It broadened

the power of the Board, and I guess the major feature in it was Division 4
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(I don't know whether that was in the old Act in some other form), that had

to do with appeals. It provided that "upon a question of jurisdiction or

upon a question of law an appeal lies from the Board to the Appelate

Division of the Supreme Court of Alberta" and all the procedures. You

could carry an appeal to a court. In other words, the Local Authorities
Board was not the final authority on everything; there was provision to

appeal.

LS: Why was that put in there? Were there specific reasons?

ECU: Well, the type of problem that arises, that you especially want to cover

with those provisions, is, if in a matter of controversy that arises it's a

matter of interpretation of law rather than authority of the Board, the
Sj

.court it the only one really that should give a judgment on an

interpretation of law. You shouldn't have a semi-judicial body

interpreting the law. In other words, they interpret it for their
purposes, but if somebody says, "I don't agree with your interpretation,"

they shouldn't be the final authority. That ought to be done under the

rules of evidence in a court.

LS: This wasn't based on any specifics, though, for example, like Calgary's
annexation concerns around this period of time?

ECM: No, I don't think it was any particular.... Annexations were coming up
from time to time, and the old Act was outdated as the growth of these
areas increased.

LS: I think that's it for legislation for this time. I'd like to move on to a

couple of other issues in 1961. One of them is an interesting small

article in one of the newspapers about an Alberta Research Council
experiment with moving pulverized coal through pipelines. What was that
all about?

ECM: That was a very interesting thing. There was a group of men at the
University and Research Council that developed a model - an excellent
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model, a large thing' - for moving solids through pipelines in capsules.

They used to demonstrate this model; it was a most fascinating thing. It

was a capsule that went inside a pipeine, and you could move anything in
it. You could put coal in it, you could put wheat in it, you could put
anything you liked.

What they were experimenting on was to see how viable it was to move

commodities by pipeline instead of by rail or by truck. It never went
beyond that research stage, but they did produce this model. The thing was

about 20 feet long with a whole bunch of pipelines. You could switch these

pipelines. The lines were made of plastic in this model, so you could see

the capsules moving inside them. It was very feasible. You could stick
anything you liked in these capsules and they zipped through these things
like all getout.

The other thing that was talked about in that same area (and this of course

has been done) was moving solids by pipeline by reducing the solids to a

slurry. That is used in the United States and in some other places today

for moving coal, and it's quite effective. You pulverize the coal and mix
it with water - make a slurry out of it - and then you pump it through the

pipeline just as if it was oil or water. Then at the other end, all you do

is run it through the driers and of course dry the water out, and you have

the coal again. That is quite viable. And there are places in the States

today that are moving coal by slurry.

LS: But in Canada we never picked up on either one of these?

ECM: I don't know of any. There may be short operations in connection with
mining operations or something like this, but there's no major
transportation by slurry in Canada to my knowledge.

LS: What about the capsule thing? Was it not viable?

ECM: Well, I guess probably not, from a commercial standpoint. You'd have to

have pretty big capsules, and they went with compressed air. The capsule
sealed the pipe, and you blasted compressed air into it, and away it went.
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It would go like a bullet. I don't recall anybody ever arguing very

strenuously that this was an economically viable proposition. It was more

a matter of, "These are possibilities for different methods of

transportation if others become obsolete or too costly" or so on.

LS: Another thing that was discussed in 1961, and I guess it was quite an issue
then, was the whole question of civil defense measures. Apparently at one

point in time there was a discussion in the Legislature, in talking about

the Alberta Emergency Measures Organization. You're quoted as saying the

following (quote from the Journal, March 21, 1961): "Premier Manning

described a man who appears on radio or television to say there is nothing
we can do to protect ourselves in the event of a nuclear war as 'doing

serious harm bordering on the criminal.'" And then a further quote goes on

as follows, '"Against the possibility of succumbing to fallout there is

very simple action that can be very effective,' he said. He urged all

MLA's to pursuade the people to study civil defense and learn procedures by
which they can protect their families and loved ones."

I'm interested in this and in your comments on this. Number 1, what was

the debate about at that point in time. But secondly, what I understand
from this quote about your feeling that there is in fact a way to protect

yourself against a nuclear situation.

EGM: Well, that was in the early period of nuclear development. There was deep

concern, I suppose you could say on a world-wide scale, of the possibility
of nuclear weapons being used. I think it's important to remember today

that the nuclear weapons we were talking about then were very different
from nuclear weapons today. Modern hydrogen bombs - there's no defense of

any kind against them. That age had not quite come in that time. There

were the nuclear bombs that had been dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki and

so on.

The Federal Government encouraged this, and certainly the Americans went a

long way further than we did in Canada - we had a very good civil defense

system put in place in those days. We had a man by the name of General



TEXTNAME: auglB/81 (R)P: 33

Worthington who'd been an outstanding military man, and he was put in
charge of civil defense. They did a number of things. One, they trained
First Aid workers and that type of thing, so people would know what to do;
you'd have somebody in order to care for people in the event of a disaster.

I should also stress that right from the outset the civil defense thing was

not exclusively or even primarily aimed at protection against possible
nuclear holocaust. It was to put a system in place that would be there for

any disaster that might occur, whether it was an accident, a fire, or

anything else. But it was oriented so that it could be in place in the
event of this other type of thing.

It included, for example, plans for evacuation of centres - if people had
to be removed there were even routes laid out. There were sirens put in
place. All this type of thing. It was really a good organization. Most
of it was voluntary. We enlisted people in the communities. There was a

control centre for the Province - I don't know whether it's still in
place. We had a complete control centre where the affairs of the Province
could be operated outside of Edmonton altogether. And the civil defense

would be operated from there - the dispatch of all the facilities and all
this kind of thing.

Frankly, it was a good program. There were a lot of people encouraged by
governments in the United States and here to build home bomb shelters. And

a lot of them did. Now, nobody ever suggested they were effective in the

event of an atomic bomb being dropped anywhere nearby. But they were far

greater shelter than you would get in an ordinary home by itself. They

were usually built in the basement, of reinforced concrete, with shielding

for radiation. And they would give a far higher degree of protection than

otherwise would be available to anybody who just had to find something to

get under in an event of this kind. I don't know how many were built, but
a lot of people built them. I remember our Minister of Municipal Affairs,
Mr. Halmrast, had one in his basement. They used it as a storage room, but
it was designed with concrete walls and all the stuff, and these were

stocked with a supply of rations so that people wouldn't have to go out.

This was the kind of thing that they used to stress, that if there was any
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radiation you'd- have to be in a position where you wouldn't go and expose

yourself to it for maybe a week or something like this. So these things
were set up with supplies and one thing and another.

LS: Two questions. The overall program, did it take a large budget? Was it
expensive? .

ECM: Not particularly, because as I say, a great deal of it was voluntary. They

set up a voluntary civil defense organization in each municipality, each

centre. The government provided for the basic equipment and things of this

kind, which was purchased. And the other thing they did was take an

inventory of the availability of a lot of stuff that would be needed in the

event of any emergency. For example, in floods - sandbags, equipment for

pumping out water, all this kind of stuff. This was just inventory work.

It would have been very valuable. I was sorry when it dwindled out over

the years when the public lost interest. But we did have a good

organization in place in those days in Alberta.

LS: The second question was, 1 can recall back in those years that there was

some criticism or some feeling that this was a naive kind of approach - I'm
talking here not about the other disasters like floods, but about an atomic
occurence - that it was naive on the part of the Government to think that

fallout shelters, etc., could do any good. Were you aware of that kind of
thing?

ECM: Oh, yes, that kind of criticism is inevitable. You get it from two

categories of people. One that would insist on assessing the value of this

type of thing from what it would do in the event that somebody dropped an

atomic bomb in your backyard. Well, of course, it wouldn't do anything,
and nobody ever suggested that it would. You have the other sort of
fatalistic type that would say, "Well, we don't think it'll ever happen

anyway, and if it does, so what? Forget it."

But the types of things that were really behind the civil defense were

preparedness in the event of any emergency that might develop. And even in
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the nuclear end, if there was nuclear fallout 100 miles away, the

scientists were warning that downwind you're in danger. And that's not a

case of the bomb blowing your little bomb shelter up, but of having a place

that was built to give a maximum protection from radiation for a short

period of time if it became necessary. To us, that made good sense. It's
fine for these people to always say, "Oh, well, it's naive" and all the

rest of it. But those same people wouldn't be saying that if they heard on

the air that "There's a nuclear blast 100 miles away and you're downwind
from it, and in an hour and a quarter it's going to be in your community.
Now do something!" They'd be very, very happy to dive into one of these

little shelters with their week's supply of rations till it blew past.

LS: The fact that your government also established a control centre, away from

Edmonton, is an indication that you seriously felt that this was possible?

ECM: It was considered possible then, yes. That was in the Cold War. And in
the States, of course, they went much further. There they built public
bomb shelters all over the place, all kinds of them.

LS: What happened to that control centre during the term of your premiership?

ECM: The shelter was still there when I left. It was stocked with the basic
equipment needed - radio communications, all that kind of stuff - and

accommodation for a staff of people that could handle the emergency stuff.

I don't know whether they still maintain it or not.

LS: You've raised the issue of the Cold War, and there are a couple of

interesting small items that I would like to have your comments on. In

both cases, a Minister refers to the Communist threat, and I'm interested

in that in terms of that period of time. One, there was the "New Party"
formed in Alberta at that time, and Gordon Taylor is quoted as saying that

it was a Communist party, that it was labour based, a Communist party, and

he criticised it because it apparently attempted to raise funds through
using some portion of union dues. Do you recall anything about that?
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ECM: No, I'm sorry, that doesn't register at all. It must have been a very

minor thing.

L.S: Mr. Taylor was very, very concerned about it.

The second thing that came up was the whole question of film censorship.
In 1961 there was some legislation passed that said that educational
organizations could have censorship of film waived by the Provincial
Secretary, who was Mr. Patrick at that time. But there's another position
that he raises that I'd like your comments on. He apparently said the

following, according to the Herald of February 22nd: "All films coming
into Alberta are censored, not only because of possible pornographic
content but also because of 'subversive material' from Communist and other

groups." What I'm trying to get here is your comments on how much were we
threatened by Communist activities in the province, in the country; and

secondly, the whole issue of censorship, not so much in terms of
pornographic materials but "political censorship".

ECM: I think it's almost impossible to say to what extent there is a real threat

in areas of that kind, for this reason, that the history of subversive
movements - Communist or otherwise - is that they always work subtly behind
the scenes. In other words, if they were visible so you could say,

"There's the thing," and you can measure how dangerous or otherwise it is,
that would be simple. But it's never that way. All subversive
organizations tend to keep a low profile, work quietly behind the scenes,

and do as much infiltrating or spreading of their propaganda - whatever it
is they are concentrating on doing.

I think there is always some threat of that kind in any democratic
society. We sometimes seem to pretend today that human nature is such that

people with completely conflicting ideologies of life can live happily side
by side and nobody's going to do other than respect the other fellow's
viewpoint. But if we're realists, we know that just isn't the way it

works. I think it's a simple fact of history that what we classify as

subversive elements are usually the most aggressive in promoting their
philosophy.
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If democracy, or the people who live in democracies, are to be faulted in

that field, I think it's true to say that they probably have the least

aggressiveness in promoting democracy and defending it of any political or

social philosophy there is. As far as the Communists are concerned, no

matter how vehemently a person may disagree with the philosophy of

Communism (and I certainly disagree with it in every respect), to be fair

to those people, they're dedicated to their philosophy to a degree that you

rarely see in the democratic societies. They'll sacrifice their lives,

their jobs, anything - many of them will - to promote their concept. And

for that reason, if you regard their philosophy as dangerous, those people

are dangerous, because they're not passive. They're going to be working.

They certainly work in some areas where they can do the most damage, and if

you read the background statements of various Communist leaders over the

years, going away back to Lenin, it's interesting the stress he puts on the

way to advance this philosophy - to become identified with labour

organizations, with this organization, with that organization - these are

identified by them as the fertile fields for planing the seed. And I think
we're very naive if we think they don't do that kind of thing. So to my
mind the threat is always there. I've never gone along with these people

that find a Communist under every bed. I think that's a gross

exaggerat ion.

And certainly I think the media, in some respects even more so the film
industry, lends itself to that kind of thing, because that's one of the

most powerful propaganda things there is. You can dish up a nice program

on a film that has all kinds of little subtle propaganda thrusts. You show

the businessman, he's the dirty capitalist that's exploiting everybody.

And then along comes this champion of the poor and all this, and he usually

ends up to be the local Communist leader, but he's the guy fighting for the

underdog. And this is constantly included in that type of propaganda film.

I think that one of the very successful things that those who subscribe to

the socialistic philosophy (whether Communists or so-called democratic

socialists) have done - and it's grossly unfair, it's grossly untrue, but

they've been very successful in it - is to create the public impression



TEXTNAME: auglB/81 (R)P: 38

that only the socialistic oriented individual is really concerned about

people, that the fellow that believes in free enterprise and capitalism is
the enemy of the people. As I say, it's been very effective, and that

concept is widely held. The politicians know it: if you want to get the

crowd on your side, run down the businessman, cheer the underdog. It's
unfair, it isn't true - after all, the commercial industrial world that

produces all the goods that make possible the standard of living for

anybody would not be there if it wasn't for the investment of capital and
the management of the businesman and so on. I don't say that's the whole

part, but it's a big part. And that's written off as of no significance by

these champions of the socialistic philosophy. To them, as I say, the

businessman is the enemy and the socialist is the champion. And that's
consistent with the Communist position. The Communist always sets himself
up as the champion of the underdog - "Workers of the world unite; you have

nothing to lose but your chains." You also lose your job, but they don't
tell them that!

So there is that threat. I don't know what Mr. Patrick was referring to

there specifically. I know this used to be raised from time to time on

specific things - there are a lot of film productions, some of them that

masquerade as educational, some as promotional, and so on, that have this

kind of stuff obviously in it. In other words, they're getting over two

messages: the one that they purport to be getting over, and the subtle
sowing of doubts in the system of freedom - "the oppressed of the Western

world", "western capitalists", "imperialists" as the Soviets call them (and

they're the greatest bunch of imperialists on the face of the earth

themselves). And we were concerned about that in that sense. 1 don't know

to what extent these things were eliminated from films, but it was included
in the things that they looked at.

LS: A larger question is, can a government in fact protect a people from

whatever message?

ECM: No, there's no way you can give them complete protection. But as far as

censorship of films is concerned, for whatever reason films are censored,
all you're doing is trying to afford a measure of protection with respect
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to that particular thing. You referred in that quote there to

pornography. You can't protect people from pornography. It's all over the

place. But you can say, "Look, we're not going to approve this as food for

everybody attending the theatre." People should be able to take their

family without being subjected to a barrage of pornography when they think
they're going to see a film. You can give that kind of protection; that's
all censorship does. It certainly doesn't protect them in total - no way.

LS: There really isn't a foolproof way.

ECM: No, there's no 100% protection.

But it disturbs me, I'll admit, with our democratic nations (and our nation
included) we're so laissez faire and so indifferent to the undermining of

the philosophy of individual freedom and democratic freedom. The rank and
file of people will get very exercised if there's some concrete case, but

in general the average citizen spends very little of his time worrying
about "how am I going to ensure the permanency of a free society?" Whereas

the Communist crowd spend so much of their time on "how am I going to

advance this philosophy among other nations and peoples?" They're
aggressive, we're not. And we lose in the end. It's just a simple matter

of mathematics. Wasn't it Burke who said, "All that's necessary for evil
to prevail is for good men to do nothing," and there's a lot of truth in
it.

LS: Do you think that people who live in democracies take for granted that

democratic institutions are stronger and can outlive other kinds of

institutions?

ECM: I think they take democracy for granted. I don't know whether they
consciously say, "I don't have to be interested because the system in
itself is inherently strong enough to resist these other things." If they
do, I think they're terribly naive because lots of democracies have been

overthrown. You've got a lot of countries in Europe at one time had more

freedom than we have in North America - they're behind the Iron Curtain.
It's a pretty poor defense to say the inherent qualities of the system will
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protect it. Anything that's worthwhile has to be fought for. You don't
keep things in this world without fighting for them, if they're worth

anything.

LS: In your experience did you find that Canadians might say, "That will happen

over there, but it can't happen here"?

ECM: Oh, sure, and that's what's happened to every country that's been overrun

in Central Europe. "It can't happen here" is one of the most deadly
philosophies that there is, and certainly Canadians are saturated in that

idea. "It can't happen here."

LS: And political leaders can do something about that?

ECM: I think they can. I think in the first place they have a responsibility to

say, "Look, this democracy that we're taking so much for granted cannot be

taken for granted. Let's be alert. Here are the kinds of dangers you
should look for." The practical problem (and I think one reason why a lot

of people in political life and other areas shy away from it) is it's so

hard to do that. And I think this is a situation that's been created

deliberately by the socialist crowd, including the Communists. It's so

hard to do that without immediately being branded as an extremist or a

fanatic, or something of this kind. So they shy away.

But you don't let your loved ones burn in a fire because somebody says, "If
you screamed fire when there wasn't one it would be an awful thing." If

there's any chance, you say, "Wait a minute, maybe it's not there, but I

think I smell smoke."
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