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LS: I'd like to start today to talk about some of the areas that were covered

in the newspapers, and wondered what was going on at that point in time
between your Government and the municipalities. There seemed to be a lot

of discussion about a proposal for realignment of revenue between the

municipalities and the Province, and it had to do with tax on industries or
changes there. Do you recall what that was all about?

ECM: I suppose this has been paralleled throughout the country; that's an

ongoing thing. The municipalities are always short of revenue because

they're creations of Provincial Legislatures, they naturally look to the

Provinces as a source of revenue and revenue sharing and so on. Our

Provincial Government and the municipalities had almost continuing
discussions on those matters. Over the years there were a couple of

commissions appointed that looked into this particularly. One of them, I

guess a little later than the date you're talking about now, was known as

the Burton Commission, which did a very exhaustive study and made a lot of
recommendations on municipal financing and sharing of revenue.

In this particular period, 1957, I don't recall any particular issues that

were outstanding. There was this one piece of legislation that repealed
the Industries Assessment Act. That was an old, old Act, and as I recall

it, what the Province did was get out of the field of assessing industries
for municipal taxation purposes and turned that over to the

municipalities. There was an overlapping for quite a number of years
between municipal assessors and provincial assessors. And later on this
was pretty well eliminated, and I think finally there was only one level of
assessors for the whole Province - that was worked out jointly between the

municipalities and the Province. As long as you had provincial assessors

and municipal assessors in the field at the same time you had inevitable
conflicts because the assessments didn't always match. But as far as

industry was concerned, in that year the Industries Assessment Act was

repealed, and that left that assessment end of it up to the assessors that

were hired by the municipalities.
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LS: What I would like some clarification is that it seems to me there was some

discussion about who should tax industry that fell within certain borders

or regions. And there's this whole thing about the new plan and annexation
for Edmonton - that was one of the issues, in terms of "Refinery Row" and

other areas. But back then there seemed to be some discussion about that.

ECM: Yes, I don't think the underlying principles have changed much from those

days till now. There were two or three continuing issues. The large urban

centres, the cities particularly, were always concerned about industries
that established on the perimeters of the cities. The people who work

there live in the cities; the cities are responsible to provide schools and
hospitals and all the social amenities, but if the location was outside the

city, then of course any taxes went to the municipality in which they were
located. And that has been a continuing problem, and I guess it always

will be.

There were endeavors made (and there have been a lot of different
approaches'to this across Canada) to try to equalize that situation in

various ways, and it's sometimes done through the formulas under which you

have revenue sharing between the municipalities and the cities. But it's
the type of problem that you're never going to solve completely because the

industries tend to stay outside the cities, first because of the amount of

space they need, the pollution problems, and usually taxes are lower in the

rural municipalities. So it's natural for them to build outside the city.
On the other hand, it's equally natural that their employees are going to

live in the city, if the city's nearby.

We had that problem; I don't think it was unique, or significantly
different from today. But we were getting a few more industries by that

time, and that's the type of thing that brings those concerns to a head.

LS: Another thing that came out in 1957 and was reported was a special report

on liquor again. I know we talked about that previously, but apparently

this report recommended additional liquor outlets and mixed drinking, and

perhaps some other things. There was a piece of legislation on that, to

amend the Liquor Control Act. I'm interested in the recommendations of the
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report, why was it an issue than, and what did your Government do about

it? I think there was also a plebiscite?

ECM: I think I mentioned in one of our earlier talks that the Liquor Act was one

of those pieces of legislation which as a matter of policy was only opened

at intervals of a number of years. It was not the type of legislation that

we amended year to year, unless something very major came up.

The time had come when it was obviously desireable to pretty well re-write
the Act. There was a committee, I believe a joint committee of the

Legislature, that was set up in the Session prior to the one in which the

Act was dealt with. They made an investigation into the whole situation of
liquor outlets, hotels, and all the rest of it, and came up with a number

of recommendations. They did favour increased liquor outlets. I believe
that was the commission that dealt with the mixed drinking problem.

I don't recall whether we've mentioned this before, but in the city the
hotels were required to have separate beer parlours for men and women in

those days. This did not apply in the hotels outside of the city. This
goes back a long way. And this was creating increasing problems; around

Edmonton is a good example. In St. Albert, which was just a little town in

those days, the beer parlours were mixed drinking. In Edmonton they were

segregated. So you had literally scores of people that would drive out to

St. Albert to the beer parlour. The traffic people, the police, were

concerned because sometimes they'd take on a little too much, and then

driving back in late at night there was a traffic hazzard. These were the

type of problems that gave rise to the Commission.

In the recommendations, as I recall it, I think the one that would be

regarded as the most important and significant was the decision to

eliminate the brewers from the ownership of hotels. That was of particular

significance in Alberta because in this Province (going back for many

years, before the time of our Government in fact) the brewing companies,
particular Calgary Brewing (and that was primarily the one involved) have

been the main owner of hotels outside the cities where you had the chain
hotels and railway hotels and so on. They had built a lot of hotels in the
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towns all over Alberta, and of course those hotels all had beer parlours.

There had been increasing criticism, initially coming almost entirely from

the other brewers, and their claim was that the fact that Calgary Brewery

owned the hotels meant the beer parlours in those hotels were logically
going to give priority to Calgary Brewery beer. Under the Liquor Control

Board regulations, a hotel could be directed, required in fact, to stock a

number of different brands, in other words they couldn't exclusively stock

their own brand, but their argument was, "Sure, it's one thing to require
by regulation that they stock all the brands, but that doesn't stop the

fellow whose dishing it out from pushing the one brand, which is logical
when that brewery owns the hotel."

But on the other hand, and the reason we were pretty slow in acting on this
and had some concern in acting on it, was the fact that the Calgary Brewery

company built these hotels and they maintained a high standard in hotels,
much higher in most cases than would have been possible for individuals to

go in an put a hotel up in a little town. So on the one hand, we

recognized that from the standpoint of providing the province with a higher
quality of hotel service in the smaller communities, this arrangement was

ideal - it had produced that result. But we couldn't dismiss what we felt

was a valid criticism, that it was sort of monopolistic to let the one

brewing company own the majority of the hotels in the Province.
Numerically they certainly did.

So we had a lot of discussions on this. This Committee took a look at it.

We discussed it with the brewing people and others - hotel associations and
so on. There was sharp division of opinion because there were some who

argued, "Look, the prime concern should be to provide the Province with
quality hotel service, and what difference does it make who owns them as

long as the quality is there? You order the hotel to stock whatever brands

of beer you want, and you can take care of the other brewers that way."
But for the reason I've mentioned, that was not acceptable to the other

brewers.

We could recognize that there was a growing public opinion that this did

constitute a type of monopoly. In these little towns, most of them, there
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was only room for one hotel, so if Calgary Brewery had a hotel there and a

beer parlour, that was it. The chances of a second one coming in and

competing were almost nill.

Finally it was decided that we should split the two things and require that

the brewers get out of the ownership of hotels. This legislation provided
for that. Because of the huge investment that the company had in hotels

all over the Province, and because of the practical problems of disposing
of that property without depreciating its value (we didn't want to create a

situation where we'd create a fire sale - it would be extremely unfair
because as far as their operation was concerned there was no criticism; it

was top quality) the provision was made to give them a ten-year period to

divest themselves of hotel property. We told them at the outset that it
was our desire that they would move as quickly as they could, so the period
would not necessarily extend ten years, but the reason for the long period
was that we felt if we made it a shorter period people who wanted to pick
up cheap hotels could just sit it out until the end of the period and then

• • •they'd have to sell, and in our view it would be extremely unfair to the

people who'd invested their money in the first place.

Calgary Brewery was very reasonable about this. It was a major change for

them, because this represented thousands of dollars of investment in these

hotels, but they recognized, I think, the thinking behind it. While they

certainly didn't like it, they went along with it once it was policy, and

they did a good job in divesting themselves of it. It think there there

some cases, if I recall correctly, where there were extensions at the end
of the period. We did have that authority to give a further extension.
What we wanted to be satisfied of was that they were making a sincere
effort to divest themselves of the hotels. If there were circumstances,
such as overlapping mortgage obligations and things of that kind, that

required a further extension, there were some cases where 1 believe they

were granted.

That was the major thing in this bill.
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LS: In talking about liquor in the Province, I know that the Caucus discussed
the Committee recommendations. Did the Government at that time move on the

other recommendations, for instance, mixed drinking in the city and
relaxation of the laws?

ECU: I don't recall the exact time, but the restrictions on mixed drinking in
the city were lifted, and I believe it was as a result of this particular
report that you refer to. It was in around that period, and I believe that

was one of the recommendations. There were a number of changes, too, in

the general regulations, the requirements for beer parlours. The old

original beer parlours were pretty dim institutions, and they were trying
to modernize them and get away from the idea that they were just a dive for

people to go in and do nothing but drink.

There were a number of changes like that made, that didn't alter any basic
underlying parts of the program that had been in place for years, but it

modernized it and updated it.

LS: Was your government opposed to liberalization of liquor laws? Does that

stem from a personal philosophy of yours, or a Social Credit philosophy?
Or what was the attitude?

ECM: I think I mentioned this is one of our earlier things. The whole liquor
traffic, if you look at it objectively (forgetting all the arguments about

the rights of individuals to souse themselves if they want to and all of
these things which are all very valid arguments), in balance has been

detrimental to the good and welfare of society.

I believe I mentioned when we were talking about this one time before, the
high percentage of cases of traffic accidents that are liquor related, and

family brawls and street brawls, and all this kind of stuff - such a high
percentage of them are liquor related that it would be hard, in fact I
think impossible, for anyone to make a really objective, valid case that
the liquor trade as such has contributed anything to the overall good of

society. Sure, it's livened up some parties and given people some personal

enjoyment - you can't discount those things - but our view generally
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speaking as a Government (and there were members that disagreed with this)

was that it was a traffic which was not a constructive thing, an

advantageous thing to the society as a whole, so it wasn't something we

wanted to push and foster because it was going to be beneficial to people.

On the other hand, the public, years before this following Prohibition
days, had decided they didn't want Prohibition. It was accepted, it was

legal and valid, as a business. So we recognized that, but we didn't push

it, and we restricted it, we felt, reasonably, having regard to these

overriding considerations that I've mentioned.

I think it would be fair to say that in some jurisdictions the approach

would have been very different. They'd have said, "Look, forget about the

negative side of it; it's something people like and let's make it as easy

and open and push it as far as we can." Governments are sometimes accused

(certainly this was not our position) because governments collect a lot of

revenue from liquor, there are those who would accuse governments of
pushing the liquor traffic because it generates an awful lot of revenue.

And certainly dollar-wise that's very true.

I don't doubt at all that we lost, over the total period, millions of

dollars in revenue, by following a restrictive program. We could have

doubled the number of outlets. I know the liquor and brewery people would

argue, and did argue, that that doesn't increase consumption; it just means

that you spread the people around among more places - the same number of
people. But all the statistics show that that is not the case. The more

accessible it is, the more the aggregate consumption increases. And that

of course would mean increased revenue to the Province. But we did not

regard this as something where we wanted to expand the liquor traffic
which, in our view at least, was detrimental in balance to society, in

order to get more revenue.

LS: Your personal habits about liquor have also been commented on in the

press. What is your personal philosophy?

ECM: Of course it's inevitable that the press... I was accused constantly by the

media, again, and some other interests, that because I personally was a
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teetotaller 1 was imposing these restrictions to enforce a personal view.
All I could say is, it wasn't true. It is true, I was a teetotaller and

always have been. But I don't quarrel with the man or woman who wants to

drink. That's their right; I'm a teetotaller by personal preference

because I think it's smart not to drink stuff that does you more harm than

good. It's just as simple as that! But naturally because that was my

position, and because I was engaged as a layman in Christian work, they

associated that together and said it was because of that. So I got that

criticism, but it wasn't true so I didn't pay any attention to it.

LS: I'd like to look at two other pieces of legislation in 1957. One was

Chapter 23 having to do with Economic Farm Units. It was described in the

Herald as being "a revolutionary new farm purchase board to distribute
government sponsored capital loans to young farmers." I'm interested in

the provision for the Board, other provisions of the Act, and why would the

newspaper call it so "revolutionary"?

ECM: Well, to answer your last question first, I suppose because (as far as I

know at least) it was the first of its kind by any government, certainly in

Western Canada.

What this legislation was for was to meet a situation which still prevails
today only of course under very different circumstances. It was aimed
particularly to help young farmers who wanted to go into farming but who

lacked the capital to get enough land to have a unit that was economically
viable. It set up a revolving fund; the fund was limited to $2 million and

the loans were limited to about $7,500. They were made available to

farmers who wanted to acquire either additional land (if they had a farm

unit that was too small to be economically viable) or to young farmers

starting out, acquiring land for the first time.

The method of administration was to set up boards in the different
municipalities - this was handled at the local level as far as assessing

the applicants was concerned. And those boards were responsible not only

to screen the applicants (to be certain they were people who had the

expertise to operate a farm successfully) and to decide the size of the
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unit in that region that was considered necessary to be a viable unit.
That might differ from one region of the province to another. The

municipalities also shared in the program to the extent that they were

responsible to guarantee 20% of any loss that could accrue from unpaid
loans.

That briefly was the situation. The Act provided for the number of these
boards - any region could apply to have a board set up. Then the farmer

wanting to acquire additional land by virtue of one of these loans would

apply to that board. They would screen his qualifications, examine the

land he wanted to buy, the size of the unit (for economic viability). If

they approved the loan, then the loan was made from this revolving fund and

the fund took a mortgage on the land to protect its equity. And if there

were defaults, then, as I say, the municipalities were responsible for 20%.

LS: Was it used over the following years?

ECM: Yes. I don't recall now the extent of its use. It was used; I really

would not have the faintest idea of the number of units that were bought

but it was used.

LS: I think in reading forward some of the press that in fact a lot of people

didn't come to use that particular provision. Does that ring a bell?

ECM: That may well be true. I have no recollection of the numbers involved.
And the fact that it was discontinued years later would indicate that

ultimately it was decided that it was not necessary because it was not

being used sufficiently. But at least it made the fund available to meet a

need that was there in those days.

It's rather interesting of course when you see the figures in that

legislation. The total value of the unit, as I recall, was $25,000. Of

course in those days, when you could buy land for $4O an acre, that

represented quite a bit of land. Well, today it wouldn't buy you a garden

if you were near a city.
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LS: The final piece of legislation was one on hospitalization benefits. I

wondered what its provisions were.

ECM: This was the introduction of a provincial hospital program. It provided
for the people of the Province (the requirements were spelled out; I

believe they had to be resident in the Province for a minimum of a year,

and a few requirements of that kind) standardized hospital service, which
was the hospital ward and various services associated with care in a

hospital. This was paid for jointly by three parties involved: The

patient paid a per diem charge (I believe that charge was only about $2 a

day, and of course $2 then was equivalent to $lO today). The

municipalities contributed to the cost by a levy of up to 3 mils on the

municipal assessment; it was a municipal hospital tax that went into the

central fund. And the balance was made up by the Province.

It was a good program. It made hospitalization available in any approved

hospital in the Province, and the patient had his own choice of hospital.
He didn't have to go to any particular one; it was up to him. And all he

paid was this daily charge of about $2 if I remember correctly. And as a

resident of the municipality he would be subject of course to the effect of
the 3 mil municipal hospital tax.

It was the first hospital insurance scheme of its kind in this province,
and it was the start of much of what became ultimately the national
hospitalization, the joint program with the Federal Government.

Incidentally, that legislation gave the Provincial Government authority to

enter into agreements with the national government, because they were

talking about national hospitalization programs even at that time.

LS: How does this approach, in terms of providing this type of thing for the

people, fit in with Social Credit philosophy? Also the whole thing about
medicare?

ECM: I wouldn't say it had any direct association with Social Credit
philosophy. Social Credit of course in its philosophy all through was very
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strongly humanitarian oriented. So the care of people, and seeing that

they obtained adequate social services (in which hospitalization and health

care was a big part), was in no way in conflict with that philosophy.

One factor in this which we were strong for, and which in a sense stemmed

from Social Credit philosophy, was the recognition by the individual that

he had a personal responsibility for these things. That's why there was

what later became called a "deterrent" charge. That wasn't only peculiar
to Alberta. There were a number of other provinces - Ontario,

Saskatchewan, B.C. - but we did not favour universal, wholly state-paid
programs which took all financial responsibility from the individual.
That's why the costs were split between the patient, the municipalities and

the Province. To that extent you had a connection with the basic
philosophy.

LS: There's no specific piece of legislation here that I want to discuss, but

there was an interesting item that came up in 1957. Apparently in that

year the Labour Act was amended to require that there be equal pay for
women in jobs. Do you recall any discussion of that? And how did Alberta

compare to the rest of the country in that provision?

ECM: I don't remember whether there was a provision of that kind in legislation
of other provinces or not. It was a subject that had been discussed with

increasing frequency over a number of years prior to that. Coming back to

what I aid earlier, the Labour Act was another piece of legislation which
as a matter of policy was only amended periodically. And that was a year

when I believe there was either a committee studying it, or the Act

opened. And those were the times when there were submissions received from

all interested organizations, which included women's organizations and

others. Certainly this would be, I would think, among the first in the

country. I couldn't say positively it was the first.

LS: Behind the scenes, was there any kind of controversy about that kind of

prov is ion?
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ECM: No, not as I recall. I think where there was considerable debate (and this

would only partially touch on this) was, we were always a bit afraid of

these blanket laws (and this applied even in the case of minimum wage)
where everybody agrees to the principle that it's needed, but sometimes in

the blanket application of these things you harm a lot of people,

particularly students and high school kids and so on, who are looking to

pick up a bit of money during their holidays, and merchants will hire them

for odd jobs and one thing and another, but not if you set a minimum wage

which is so high they will say, "I don't actually need this fellow, but I'm

happy to give him a job. It'll be handy to have him around and I'll pay
him a bit."

In a sense this applied to this kind of thing. If you're going to say,

"You've got to pay equally," maybe you were denying some women a job
because some employers who had been biased in favour of not employing women
(because that was the provision for so long) would say, "Well, if I've got

to pay them both the same, then I won't hire any of them." So there are

negative results, and there was debate on those aspects.

LS: Another thing that comes up at this time, and I guess there were several

attempts, was to incorporate a Jockey Club. I'm wondering why that kept

coming up through the years? I believe that in this particular attempt in
1957, a former Cabinet Minister was involved - I think Mr. Maynard was

involved in this request. What was that all about?

ECM: Well, that's pretty vague in my mind now. There were applications from

time to time for jockey clubs. Those things were always controversial
because there were so many conflicting interests. As I recall the

situation (and I admit it's pretty vague in my mind now), these jockey
clubs had to tie in with the schedules of the Exhibition Associations in

Edmonton and Calgary because they were involved in the race meets and so

on, the scheduling of the race meets.

And every time there was an idea of adding a new one of course it upset the
whole schedule which had been worked out before. So there was always

opposition to these things. I don't recall the particular circumstances
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but I remember over the years that this type of thing arose a number of

times and it was always a controversy.

LS: Why would it be a provincial issue?

ECM: Well, they wanted to incorporate it under provincial law, and then in the

enforcement of the criminal code which covers gambling and racetrack meets,

parimutuel, and all that, is with the Provincial Attorney General's

Department even though it's under federal statute.

LS: Another provision that came up when your government in this year talked

about amendment to the Town and Village Act was one which would require
towns and villages to circulate to taxpayers all information concerning

provincial grants and assistance that the Minister of Municipal Affairs

would deem advisable. Apparently a provision was discussed, that if a town

or village failed to do that, they would lose provincial grants.

ECM: That type of thing I guess has gone on everywhere for a long time; looking
back at it now, I don't know whether there was too strong an argument for

it. The concept behind the thing is that where you have one level of

government picking up the tab for a substantial part of the cost of social
services which may be rendered at the municipal level, the taxpayer should

know who's paying the bill.

This still prevails today, in the cities; the present Provincial Government
has all kinds of things written on notices, that "this reduction is made

possible by" their natural resources program, and this one is by something
else. In a sense, it's a propaganda thing. It's never sold that way; it's
sold as an information service. And I wouldn't depreciate it; I don't use

"propaganda" in a derogatory sense there.

There is a valid argument, I think, that can be made that the taxpayer

should know who's paying the tab, whether it's him as a municipal taxpayer,

whether it's him as a provincial taxpayer, or whether it's both. Really,
what this amounted to was, where there were shared cost programs, the tax

notice of the municipality would indicate the portion of the cost that was
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being picked up by some form of grant from the Provincial Government.

As I say, this has a political connotation. 1 don't think that anybody

could honestly deny that governments at all levels (municipal, provincial,

and federal) lean towards these things because they want to get credit for

what they're spending. It's carried to absurd lengths sometimes. It's
always been rather amusing to me that if the Federal Government's involved

in a joint public works program, you're required to erect signs advising

everybody that comes to look at the site that this is being paid for in

part by somebody in Ottawa. There's nothing wrong in it, but that's the

reason behind it.

The only grounds on which it is justifiable is the basic one that the

public is entitled to know who pays the bills.

LS: I know there was opposition to it from the Opposition Members, but did any

town or village actually refuse to carry through on this provision?

ECM: No, not to my knowledge. It involved nothing on their part except printing

this figure on the bottom of the tax notice; it didn't create any problem

for them. And the Opposition opposed it only because they were the

Opposition. The same bunch, if they were in the Government, would do

exactly the same thing, and everybody knew it!

LS: Another issue that kept coming up, and certainly it appeared in this year,

was the issue of the Hansard - repeatedly voted down (you're smiling!) -

and I want to know why your Government was very much against putting
together the publication of the Hansard. Why?

ECM: Well, to put it very briefly, it was a matter of frugality. We didn't

believe in spending money on something that had such an obviously limited

use. To my mind, even today with all the talk of communication and

freedom of information and all this stuff, it staggers me in Ottawa to see

the hundreds of thousands of dollars of cost in producing Hansard reports

of everything that goes on in the two Houses, not only in the Houses but in

the Committees, when these things are not read in most instances by more
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than a couple of thousand people at the outside. Occasionally, yes, but no

other facet of business in the country would ever permit that kind of waste

of money.

I'm not suggesting that the national government shouldn't have a Hansard.

You have to have these things for an official record. But the wastage is

just astronomical. How many of the public ever read Hansard? People in
the legal profession do - the law offices get them because they want to

check things that bear on legislation. The media people read them for the

information on what goes on in the House. And certain interests like
that. But in aggregate it isn't a quarter of one percent of the Canadian

people, and yet they spent hundreds and hundreds of thousands of dollars on

this stuff.

When it comes to a Provincial Hansard, the same thing is true, only on a

bigger scale, because the routine debates in the Legislature are of no

interest to the man in the street. He's never going to read them. You

wouldn't have a circulation of 5,000 in the whole Province if you sent it

to them free of charge - that would actually use it. And this was the

reason. We said, "We just simply do not regard this as a justifiable
expenditure of public funds."

I might add to that: what was done later was that the electrical
transcriptions were coming in at that time. You could transcribe the

stuff. And later on there were recorded transcriptions made. Those were

available if somebody wanted to come and find out. But the idea of the

publication - the cost is in the stenographic work, typesetting, printing,
and all this, that's where the wastage comes in.

LS: So it was on that basis - there was no other political reason?

ECM: Oh, heavens, no. We couldn't care less, because everything that goes on in
the Legislature is public. The media are sitting there all the time; it's
all there. The very fact the media doesn't report 2% of it shows that they

do not regard it as of public interest. They'll scream that we should have

a Hansard, but they demonstrate by the small amount of debates in the House
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that they actually publish, that they know it has no great public
interest.

You know, some dear soul gets up and talks for 40 minutes on the wonders of

his constituency, well, sure, that's important to him and his people back

home, but it's of absolutely no interest to other parts of the Province.
Yet in the Hansard systems of today, all this stuff (it doesn't matter what
it is) is all meticulously taken down, recorded, proofread, printed,
published, and distributed. And the poor old taxpayer's paying for a lot

of garbage that has absolutely no value to him.

LS: If it were cut back, would there be a hue and cry?

ECM: That's the practical problem. If you edit a Hansard, who's going to edit
it? The Opposition would scream to high heaven if the Government edited
it. But the Government certainly wouldn't let the Opposition edit it, so
who is going to edit it? It's a practical problem.

And even in a more serious vein, if you try to edit, what one might regard

as important, somebody else could say, "I don't think it is," so it's a

matter of opinion. It's the same as any speech that's given. It's

interesting to some people because they happen to have a particular
interest in that subject. To others it's absolutely meaningless.

LS: In 1957 a point needs clarfication, about the Alberta Gas Trunk Line
Company. Apparently there were shares held by a company called

International Utilities Company of New York, and I believe your Government
was accused of selling shares or making shares available to this company in
New York before the people of the Province. Do you recall anything about

that ?

ECM: Very vaguely. Under the Alberta Gas Trunk Line Act there were a number of

categories of shares. One category was available to utility companies, one

to export companies, one to producers, and the other two were held by the

Government representatives. There were no voting public shares. It was

not financed that way.
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International Utilities was the parent company of Northwestern Utilities, a

gas utility company in the province. I assume what must have happened

there was that because the Alberta utility company was a subsidiary of an

international company they probably had the shares held in the name of the

parent company. It would make absolutely no difference to the structure

because there were only a handful of shares that went to utility

companies. And as far as using them in Alberta, they would be using them

to elect the utility representative on the board in Alberta, and that would
certainly be done by the local utility company.

LS: So this was all provided in the legislation originally anyway. It wasn't
anything extraordinary?

ECM: Oh, no.

LS: I'd like to move on to 1958 and some of the issues that came up then.

Apparently there was another Royal Commission on education, called the

Blackstock- Royal Commission. What was the background of it? And what were

the provisions and recommendations that came out of it? Do you recall?

ECM: That report is very vague in my mind. Education of course, like
provincial-municipal financial relations, is an ongoing debate in every

jurisdiction. The Blackstock Commission was headed by and got it's name

from Mr. Blackstock who previously had been the head of the Alberta

Utilities Board. He had retired. He was a lawyer, a very capable man with

a long experience as Chairman of the Utilities Board. He was appointed to

head up this Commission.

As I recall now, the subjects were pretty much the general subjects that

are always dealt with in these things - the concern about the curriculum;
in this Province we'd gone through a long period of hassle with getting rid
of the old small school units and bringing in the large school units; there

was the change in teacher education which was originally done in the old

Normal Schools (that had been done away with and replaced by creating a

faculty at the University) - a whole lot of these pretty major changes had

taken place. Any changes of that kind have those who support them and
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Chose who oppose them, and, as I recall at least, it was a rather general

study without any particular issue that had flared up, that required that

that particular issue be addressed.

LS: Two things it did talk about that I think are of interest. One was a

uniform province-wide salary scale. But that's not of so much interest to

me as the other recommendation to have the right to strike over pay
disputes withdrawn as a right for teachers. Does that ring a bell with
you?

ECM: I recall both of those issues as matters of public interest in that

period. I don't recall their relationship to the Blackstock Commission.

The uniform teachers' salary schedule was always violently opposed by the

teachers, because they wanted to bargain on a unit basis in their region.
It was strongly supported by the Trustees; we used to have the resolutions
every year from the Teachers' Association condemning it and the Trustees'
Association saying by all means it should be done. So it was obviously the

type of thing that a commission like this would look at.

LS: What about the broader question, Mr. Manning, about segments of the

population and the right to strike?

ECM: There, of course, the division was not too different from what it is

today. There is a very substantial body of public opinion that holds that

people engaged in any facet of the public service should not have the right
to strike. In other words, they're striking against the society as a whole
rather than against an industry. You have others who take the opposite
position that everybody has the right to strike, no matter who they work
for. You're never going to reconcile those two.

I'll admit that my own thinking and belief leans toward not having strikes
permitted in the public service. I don't think that the argument that

that's interfering with individual rights is valid, for two reasons. One,

I think it's a very debatable point whether the right to strike is in truth
a "right". I say that because the individual has the opportunity at the
time when he chooses employment. If, for example, it was a matter of law
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that in the public service strikes were not permitted, anyone entering the

public service takes on that job with that understanding. It's not

something that's sprung on them afterwards. You'd have a dislocation the

first time this was initiated, admittedly, because you'd have people for

whom that had not been a requirement at the time. But that's only a

temporary thing.

But it seems to me that if this is a stipulation that the public have

endorsed through their public representatives, that those who work for the

public in the public service take the job with the clear understanding that

that job does not carry the right to strike, then their rights are not

being abused. If they don't accept that principle, don't take that job.
It's just that simple. But you'll never get anything like unanimity of

thinking on that subject.

LS: What is your prediction for the way that popular thought about that is

going?

ECM: Well, in my mind, the public trend is swinging quite strongly at the

present time against the right to strike in public services. And I think

the reasons are pretty obvious. Take this mess we're in in Canada right
now, for six weeks, of a postal strike. When you sit down and think about

it, for 23,000 people to be able to force literally hundreds of businesses
and individuals into bankruptcy by cutting off what is regarded as one of

the traditional, basic public services of the delivery of mail, it's a

pretty devastating thing. I don't think you can justify it on any

grounds myself. I think the Federal Government were extremely foolish in

bringing in the right to strike in services like the postal service.

LS: Just a small digression but one that's related. Another way of handling

this whole thing we've just seen demonstrated in the States where the air
traffic controllers have gone on strike. President Reagan has come out and

said, "You'll all lose your jobs if you don't come back in a certain

number of hours." What about that, as a politician, as the man running the

country - what is your comment on that?
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ECM: I have a profound admiration for the position that Reagan is taking in

matters of that kind. I think it has to be recognized to begin with that

Reagan and his administration were not the ones who wrote the law that said
that air traffic controllers among others do not have the right to strike.
That's been a law in the States for a long time. Any any man taking on

employment in that division (as others) signs a statement at the time he

takes the job, that he understands this. So these people are not ignorant

of what the conditions were when they took the job.

Here's a case where the numerical differential is even greater than the

postal situation in Canada. Here you have 15,000 people in a nation of 220
million people, that can cripple the entire transportation business of the

country, or at least feel they can cripple it. And that's the reason of
course why the American Congress said, "You just can't have 15,000 people

being able to tie up the entire economy and business and transportation of
the country."

So they haVen't that right to strike, and I think Mr. Reagan was perfectly

right in what he said. He said, "I have no pleasure in seeing these men
lose their jobs. They're not being fired. They're the ones who are

violating their own written commitment that they made when they took the

job. So they've quit, for all practical purposes." And I have the

greatest admiration for him, that he's upholding the rule of law. To my

mind, if that is not done, every time that's flouted and people get away

with it, you're one step closer to general anarchy. I'd give everything I

have if we had some leadership in Canada that remotely approached the

kind of leadership he's giving in that regard in the States today.

LS: What does a leader do if he comes down and says, "You will lose your jobs,"
and they continue to flout him and stay on strike. What position then does
he find himself in?

ECM: He's in a difficult position. What I would assume is going to happen in

the States - 1 don't think Mr. Reagan will back down; I don't think he can

back down. If he does, he makes a mockery of all his professed support of
the rule of law. And I'm absolutely certain that he would have the
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overwhelming majority of the American people behind him. Now, the labour

organizations as a matter of tradition - solidarity forever - they will

condemn and criticize.

I would assume what will happen is you'll probably find quite a number of
the men will go back. And I would think that a little later on you'll find

some of them wanting to get back. One statement he made that again I can

appreciate his saying it - I was a little surprised at his not keeping that

option open - was that "You will never again work for the Federal

Government." That, I think, was unnecessarily cutting off an option. I

don't know why you want to ban a man forever from working for the

government because he does something illegal once. However, that's

probably made under the pressure of the moment.

I think you'll find that if this thing goes through probably 80% of them,

or maybe a little less, will lose their jobs. I don't think replacing them

will be anything like as difficult as the union says it will be. In
America particularly, where you have 220 million people, and a country of
high technology, you've got an awful lot of well skilled people in the
field of electronics. They need special training, but they're not starting

from scratch. There are all kinds of people doing other work that, 1 would

think, could be trained for air traffic control work in a relatively short
time. I would assume that they'd have a pretty serious problem for maybe

six months or even a year. But after that 1 would think the thing would be

gone and forgotten, and they'll have a better labour force.

LS: Just one final question. It's a very strong position taken by the

President, almost without giving himself many options or fall-back

positions. That's a particular style. What's your comment on that?

ECM: I admire it. I think it's the great thing that's lacking today. This

wishy-washy stuff that passes for leadership today makes me sick. If a

thing is right - and I think Reagan is on very sound ground - as he said
half a dozen times in his news conference, "I don't want to fire these

people; I want them to respect the law. That's all. And if they won't do
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it, they're the ones who are making the decision." You can't waffle on

that stuff.

What would happen to this in Canada, they'd say, "Well, I know it breaks

the law, but..." You heard our own Prime Minister three weeks ago on the

postal strike. He said there was no good calling Parliament back to

legislate them to work because they wouldn't obey it anyway. Now that's a

great thing for the leader of Parliament to say!

What I have always argued in cases like that should be done, is, if you're
going to give a right to strike (in the first place, I don't think it
should be there at all in the public service, but if you have it) and
circumstances develop in which Parliament acts and says, "Notwithstanding,

we are legislating you back to work," which they've done in quite a number

of cases - the one thing that has always been left out of that legislation
because of the wishy-washy kind of leadership we've got nationally in this

country is a stipulation that if you do not respect the edict of Parliament
(after all, that's the highest court in the land) then your position with
that department or branch of the public service automatically terminates.

Unless you put that in the legislation, Trudeau's right. What's the point
of passing a bill that says, "Go back to work." The fellow says, "No

thanks, I'm not going back to work." You say, "Okay, you're not going back

to work." And you're right back where you came in. But this is lack of
intestinal fortitude on the part of leadership. They haven't got enough

backbone to take those stands.

Half of them of course are scared stiff that it's going to hurt them

politically. There again, I think in this day and age that's a very

significant miscalculation of the public mood. My guess would be that if a

check was made today you'd find that Reagan's stock in the eyes of the

public in the United States is probably at an all-time high.

LS: I think that is interesting, in terms of what people gauge to be the public

stance on something, and whether it's going to hurt them politically or

not. Do Canadians feel differently than Americans?
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ECM: Yes, I think they do. I don't know what is responsible for the general

difference in public attitude, but I find the attitude of United States

people to their government and to their country is much different from in

Canada. The Americans have a fierce pride in the United States. They're
critical, and everything else, but to the rank and file of Americans the

United States is still the nation on the face of the earth. Whether right

or wrong, that's what they think! And they act that way, and you see it

show up in so many ways.

Take, for example, the energy situation, as a classic example. If there

was one group of people on the face of this earth that were married to the

automobile, it's the Americans. You could get along without your home or

your wife or your family, but for heaven's sake, don't take away my

automobile! That was their philosophy. And yet, when this energy crunch

comes, they have cut their consumption of energy almost every year. This
last year it's down 4 1/2% from what it was the year before that. I saw a

report within the last ten days that the drop in the last three months has

been the biggest cut in consumption thus far.

Now, we're not getting that in this country. The Canadian people don't act

that way. The government's not going to tell him he has to cut back on his

energy - that type of thing. Down there, it's not doing it for their
government, it's their country. Their country is going to have a problem

if they don't do this.

They brought in this 55 mile an hour speed limit in the States. Now,
admittedly it's being shot all to pieces today, but I was in the States

when that came in. Americans are crazy on highways; if you drive at 70

miles an hour they're going past you on every side on a freeway. But
almost overnight, there was maybe one car in 50 going past the 55 mile an

hour speed limit. They weren't doing it for the government; they were

doing it for their country.

Regrettably, we don't have that attitude in Canada.
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LS: Is it for historical reasons?

ECM: I don't know. I don't know the answer. Canadian patriotism has never been

a strong factor in Canada. It's come out on occasional times, the First

World War, even the Second World War. I remember following this with great
interest at that time. After the First World War, when the Depression came

on, I can remember fellows touring around the country who had fought in the
First World War. They were saying, "I volunteered and I was willing to

give my life, but we're in the Depression now, and this is the outcome.

I'd never have a son of mine go to war again." Vehement! The Second World

War came along, and these boys were running down and joining up by the

thouands. In a crunch, Canadians will do it, but they won't do it unless

there's a crunch.

I think they would do it with leadership; I blame the leadership more than

anything else. This country has had so few dynamic national leaders, and

today we have the most incompetent government in living memory and the

worst leadership.

LS: It's an interesting debate about that Canadian debate.

I'd like to move on and talk about some of the legislation of 1958, to go

back into our other material.

One piece of legislation that year was having to do with the Alberta

Government Telephone Commission. I wondered what the background and the

provisions of that were.

ECM: Alberta Government Telephones had been operated prior to that time as a

branch of the Department. It was operated under the old Telephone and

Telegraph Act which went away back into the past.

What this legislation did was to constitute an Alberta Government Telephone

Commission for the operation of Alberta Government Telephones. In other

words, it took it out of the Department and put it under what is really a

Crown Corporation. The Minister was Chairman of the Commission - it kept
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the tie with the Minister and the Department that way - but it was no

longer a part of a department. Prior to that it had been under, I think,
the Public Works Department.

LS: Was that an unusual approach?

ECM: No, 1 don't think so, having regard to the growth of the system. In the

early days, of course, the telephone system was a very minor thing to what

it had become at this time, and it was logical to take it out of the

Department - that wasn't the place for a communications system - and

set it up as a Crown Corporation on its own.

LS: The second piece of legislation was something to do with the establishment
of a junior college system within the Province. (It's Chapter 64.) What

were the provisions there? I'm also interested in how in fact the

operational costs would be covered?

ECM: This grew out of some of the discussions that we mentioned earlier in

connection with education. I'm sure it was touched on in some of those

studies of education, probably the Blackstock Report among others.

There was a growing feeling that there was a gap in the educational
facilities in the Province. You had the public and high school systems and

then university, and the idea of the junior colleges was advanced as a sort
of intermediary step. In the first place, these colleges could be smaller;
they could be scattered around the Province. They would afford the student

an opportunity to get first year university at a junior college level and

go on from there. They were affiliated, incidentally, with the

universities, and that affiliation had to be approved by the university
before the college was approved to go ahead. So there wasn't any question
about their graduates being able to go on and pick up the rest of their
university course at university.

It had some obvious advantages, and the concept was well received. First
of all, the one I've mentioned, that these could be spread around. In

those days our universities were Edmonton and Calgary. Secondly (and I
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think this was important both from the students' standpoint and the

economics of education), a lot of young people, when they graduate from

high school, are really not at a point in life where they are able to

choose with confidence what they want to do. If they have to go
immediately into university, it's true, if they're taking an arts course

they have a couple of years to sort of make up their minds to something

else, but a considerable number of them drop out, understandably. They

decide after a year of university that that's not what they want. They may

want to go into vocational training, or something else altogether. And

yet, by doing it that way you have tied up the facilities and staff of a

university, which was always short of space, short of staff, and short of

money, for a trial run of a year, at the end of which the student probably

decides he doesn't want to go to university anyway.

The thinking was that a junior college would give that opportunity - often

in their own community where the economics were far more advantageous to

the student, and the costs of the junior colleges were not a fraction of

operating a faculty at a university - of screening out these people that

didn't intend to go on at that level, rather than making that a function of

the university. That was one of the big factors from the economics of it.

LS: Just to think of that concept, did Mr. Aberhart (he was a teacher

originally) ever talk about this particularly kind of approach?

ECU: I can recall him talking about the inadequacy of the system, that there was

too big a jump from high school to university, for a lot of young people.

Now, the junior college concept had not been developed by that time, but

the concern was there. It was a very obvious concern, and it was a concern

to a lot of parents. Times were still not that flush, even by this time,
and in the majority of cases (particularly when there were only the two

universities, and for a long time only one) it meant the student had to go

away from home, had to go to Edmonton, had to board at university, and all

these costs. Whereas if they could go to a junior college in a region
close by, it was a great advantage, just from the straight economics to the

family, apart altogether from the student.
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LS: Did Mr. Aberhart ever talk about the psychological thing of the student at

seventeen, coming into the university?

ECM: Well, yes, 1 can recall him talking about too big a gap between high school

and the university. This was one of the points that I remember him
discussing, that you can hardly expect high school graduates, in a lot of
cases, to be mature enough to make that decision. And it's not fair to

force them to make it. I'm quite sure it's led, in many cases, to their
making decisions that probably later on they've regretted. If they were

doing it over again, they'd say, "I wouldn't go that route."

LS: Another piece of legislation of that year had to do with the Pipeline Act,
Chapter 58.

ECM: That involved no new principle. It repealed the Pipeline Act that was in
the Revised Statues of 1955 and which had been passed probably quite a

number of years before that. This was a re-write of an Act which had

become a little out of date because of the rapid change in that field with
the increased number of pipelines. But it didn't involve anything
fundamentally new.

LS: Finally I'd like to talk about the legislation having to do with

tuberculosis. I'm interested in the provisions of it, and also some of the

criticisms that that piece of legislation received. Do you recall those?

ECM: Yes, I do. First of all, your have to remember in those days we didn't
have the modern methods of treating tuberculosis. Tuberculosis was a very

serious problem in the early days. Its treatment involved a year to

sometimes five years in a sanitarium, really no treatment other than rest

immobilize them, just lie in bed and rest, that was the treatment. We had

the "San" in Edmonton and we had another one in Calgary, and at times we

didn't have enough accommodation, because tuberculosis was a problem.

They were getting it under control fairly well with the exception of the
northern regions of the Province, and this involved native people. The

incidence of TB among them was very high because of their poor housing
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conditions, and they didn't take care of themselves physically. The thing
that gave birth to this act was that Dr. Cross, then Minister of Health,
was very concerned about this TB thing.

He was convinced it could be stamped out, but if you were going to stamp it
out you'd have to have the cooperation of the people who were afflicted
with it. As long as they were running around passing it on to others,
there was just no way. You'd get hold of one case, but they'd already

infected half a dozen others. And particularly among the native people -

and I don't say this critically; it's because of their way of life, and

they didn't have the wherewithal 1 and background knowledge of these things
- their tendency was just to ignore this kind of stuff. They went around

until they died, or until they became so ill that they had to go to a

hospital.

He became concerned that something would have to be done in the cases of
known tuberculosis that was in a stage where it was infecting others, these

people had to be hospitalized - in the sanitariums. This presented almost

no problem in the community at large, because in most parts of society they
would be only too glad to get into a sanitarium, not only for their own

sake but for the sake of their loved ones that otherwise they'd infect with
it. But this was not true among the native people in the outlying areas.

So what this Act did was to enable a health officer or doctor, if he

encountered a case of active tuberculosis and could not persuade the person

to go to the sanitarium, if they refused, he could lay what was called an

"information" which was presented before a magistrate, saying that this
person was dangerous to the community because he was spreading this

disease. Then there was a hearing held by the magistrate. He'd get

medical evidence and so on. And if the evidence confirmed that there was a

danger, that the person had the diseas and it was in a stage that was

affecting other people, and he was not willing to take treatment, then they
could order him confined to a sanitarium for a period of a year, which
could be extended at the end of the year, depending on his condition.
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In a sense it was part of a preventive health program. And it was

effective.

LS: Was your Government criticized for that?

ECM: Oh, yes, it was criticized by the people who said, "Oh, you shouldn't
compel somebody; you're not putting them in jail; you're putting them into
a sanitarium." And from that standpoint, looked at by itself, that was an

understandable criticism. But what we were concerned about was that

medical science at that stage was getting better methods of treatment and
drugs that were helpful, and we could stamp the thing out. But we could

not do it unless the ones that were spreading the disease were

hospitalized.

LS: Is that provision still in legislation?

ECM: I frankly don't know. Of course, a little later on they got the drugs that

were very "effective, and the "San" treatment became obsolete. They're both

closed today. It's no longer a scourge; but tuberculosis in the early days

was an absolute scourge. It was looked on like smallpox of something like
that. Anybody with TB pretty well had had it, unless they could catch it

in time. And all they did was go and lie in the "San", complete rest, and

in severe cases they'd collapse the lung so that there was no motion, and
hope it would clear up. But there was so little they could do for it.

LS: Thank you.
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