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Dr. John Herd Thompson

Farmers, Governments and the Canadian Wheat Board: -
: An Historical Perspestive
1919-1987

CWB History preparcd for

Archibald & gl v. Canadian Wheat Board

Not for citation oF distribution

ational Policy:

camdawo\ndnothavegﬁswdwimputmzwmwhwecommy. To the architects
of Confederation, 2 prosperous prairic wheat economy Was fundamental 1o the i

visionofCumdianmﬁouhood o mari usque ad mare {
1'sutre”]. Agriculmral sealers would prevent
ingo United States «manifest destiny,” aod the shipment of their graid to
railway would link the young Dominion cconomically. Because agriculnural development was

Iotroduction - The Wheat Economy and the N

oy basis for cconomic and political empire” for Camda, poists out ecopomic biswrian V.C.
Powke, "assistance w agriculture has been copsistently recognized as' 3 functon O

- gov
ity 2 homestead of 160 scres

The Domision Lands Act of 18 |
Throughout ®» balf-century afier Confedcration. the federal

the
clevator companies, the federal government reguissed the graln marketing system with the
i of 1900 and the Canada Grain Act of 19122 ]

' powke, Canadian Agriculcural poliayr The giscorical Pattern (Toronto, 1946

1978) 3.
3 povke, *The Production and Marketing of wbeat,* chapter IX of Caoadian

agricultural Policy. 220-250.
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The First Canadian Wheat Board, 1919-1920

800

The First World War extended federal participation in the wheat economy beyond
promotion and regulation to actal mansgement. In the Spring of 1917, spectacular price
increases severely disrupsed the open market to the point that the Winnipeg Grin Exchange
requested governmen! intervention. In Jupe the Board of Grain Supervisors, a federal agency,
pssumed monopoly control of the wheat crop for the 1917-18 and 1918-19 crop years. The
Board terminated trading in wheat futures on the Winnipeg Grain Exchange 1 September
19173 The government reopened the futires market on 21 July 1919, but shut it dowm & week
{ater afier a speculative surge sent prices soaring. On 31 July, PC 1589, issued under the War
Measures Act, established the first Canadian Wheat Board to market the entire 1915-1920
crop. The preamble to the Order in Council argued that *...abnommal conditions, resulting in
uncertainty of price and instability of market” made the Wheat Board necessary to achjeve
*carly movement of the Canadian crop which is so essential, and...fair distribution among our
wheat producers of the acmal value of their product, as determined by world demand...
throughout the eatire season of marketing. ™ » .

The Wheat Board was uniquely Camadian in concept and opeaation.  As V.C. ‘Fowke
points out, it “differed markedly in function from the United States Grain Corporation,” the

that the U.S. government set up (o deal with the same international wheat stwation.®
The U.S. Grain Corporation guaranteed American farmers 2 minimum price of $2.26 a bushel,
mm;btwhutodywbnmqmmmmnpﬁw.-mm&qude
insmdpaidmmniniﬁdpaymwtofsz.ls 2 bushel, sold the wheat crop to the best
advamage.mdﬂmdim'buwdmuddiﬁomlwningsmp:oducetsonnpmmbuis. This
vinnovative system,” wiites C.F. Wilson, evetually became °besic to Cenadian wheat

marketing policy.¢
The first Canadian Wheat Board was a striking success. The Winnipeg Grain Exchange -

had predicied that it would “be lmpoaibletomtpefuuvnlucoftbcwhmwimmnthc
openmﬂa.‘mmﬁmofchMM'mcmmmofwm&nmwmu

) Mitchell W. Sharp, ®Allied Wheat Puying in Relaticnship to Csnadian Marketing
policy, 1914-1918," Cspadian Journal of Econanicz and Political Science, VI3
(1540)381-3. - : s

4 pC 1509 printed in C.T. Wilsoa, A Ceacury of Canadian Grain, (Saskatoon, 1978)
141-2.

$ v.c. Povks, The Matiocal Policy and the Mbeac Bconomy (Toroato, 19570, 173,

¢ C.F. Wilson, A Century of Canadian Grain, (Saskatoon. 1378} 174.
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heavy losess.”? But the Wheat Board, under direction of chaimmi? Tames Stewart and 2 10-
member advisory board, made a mockery of this gloomy prognosis. Interim and final

yments of 30 cents and 18 cents 3 bushel followed the initial payment of $2.15, for a final
1ol to producers of $2.62 a bushel for their wheat, well above the U.S. guaranteed price of

$2.26.

Despite this success, the Conservative government of Axthur Meighen was ideologically
commitied to a requrn to the open macket. Over protests from prairie farmers, who had been
delighted by the Wheat Board's handling of the 1919-20 crop, the government reopeaed the
Winnipeg futures market 18 August 1920 and suspended operation of the Wheat Bosrd. The
Canadian Council of Agriculwre - 2 pational federation which included the United Farmers of
Alberta, the United Fammers of Manitoba, and the Saskatchewaa Grain Growers' Association -
vigorously protested the dismantling of Board. The federal clection results of December 1921
suggest prairic farmer fury at the Conservative decision (o abolish the Wheat Board: Manitoba,
Sasbmhewmmdmmmmcdwwgr&im.twohwwom&omurbm
constitucncics), and not 4 single Couservative’ "Re-esublishment of the Canadian Wheat
Board,® concludes V.C. Fowke, 'wasumorcwgemmncrthmmiffnhrmtormc

Progressives clected in 1921."

.Tthlmdanmmuongtiaﬂmhnmedhdypeﬁﬁomddnwwmmlgovemmcn;
ofwunamLyonMacbnﬁelGngmmreummdimWhmBoud. *The Wheat Board is
pecessary,” argued the Council,

’bmhmumnnammorddymgkeﬁna[my'inﬁﬁ]ofunwhnt
CT0P-o. Wenneduxemachinmydmﬂnihpossiblcnwdv&monmsym
ofmarkﬁingunwhwpmdtwﬁoninswndohmotfmmmomhsymsins
now, i mztmec:mdhnhm...mebu!kofdwﬁm'whnis
throwa on the market.... mh:puiodofhmymiptsofmm'wwhm

. .mmkmmumwmwm@mmmm

consequent losses to the farmes...." "

' Manitoba Pree Press, July 31, 1919.

' john Kerd“Thospeon vith Allen Seager, Capada 3922-13391 Decades of Discord
(Toronto., 1965), 14-18, 3. .

' rowie, Capadian Agrimitural Polisy, 366.

¥ camsdtan Council of Agriculture, wMescrandun to the Dominion Covernment .
regarding the re-establishment of the Canadisn Wheat Boaxd,® March 1S, 1932,
reprinted in Wilson, Century of Canadian Graim, 174-5.
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m on the votes of Prairie Progressive MPs to remain in power, but -
anti-ipterventionist, the King government reluctantly agreed to re-establish the
There was a significant difference from e first Canadian Wheat Board,
however: the Prairie provincial governments had to agree to assume the responsibility for
running it, and for guarnteing the injtial payments to producers. Legislation to implement the
board passed in Alberta and Saskatchewan, but failed by three votes in Manitoba, even though 2
majority of farmer-MLAs sapporied it -

Unable to win a renewed national monopoly Wheat Board, in 1923 prairie producers

mrned to the western Wheat Pools as a half-siep toward their’ goal of "orderly marketing® of
their wheat crop. Historians are unanimous that “the pools represented 8 second rather than a
first choice.... The growers' first choice by u counsiderable mairgin was for a governmental
agency which would gwﬁde not an alternative to, but an exclusive replacement for, the
open market system.” 2 producers nover gave up their enthusiasm for the Wheat Board while
they built the Wheat Pools during the 1920s. As R.S. Law of the United Grain Growers testified
in 193§, demands for a monopoly Board “persisted evea in the most successful time of pool

philosophically
Wheat Board.

it. Significandy, the wheat pools

dupﬂcamdasmnchupwﬂ:lcmedaignmdopmﬁonofdwwmtnm The pools did not
i ‘bmchzywcreambﬁshedontcomwt.rathetthznona

1 gohn Kendle. debn Bracken, (Torcate, 1980) 43-S.

¥ quotation from Povke, Nacional Policy and the Whest Economy, 199, wy ftalics;
slso 262-3; R.0. Patuion, Crein Growers' Co-operatioa in Western Canads (Canbridge
MA, 1920), 199-212; Wilson, Ceatury of Canadisp Grain, 173-3; Orace Skogetad, The
politics of Agriculcursl Policy-Haking in Canada (Torento, 1987) 40. '
- ’
the Canada Grain

1 pav testimony before the Special Parliamentary Committee on
cited Powke,

poard Act, Minutes of Proceedings and Bddence (ottava, 1935), p 83,
National Policy and the Nheat Boonosy. 363,

U Mlberta Co-cpsrative Wheat Producers Ltd., saskatchewan Coeoparative Wheiat
producers Ltd., and Hanitobs Co-operative Wheat Producers Lcd.. all provincially

' incorporated.

( ‘ .
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common Ceatral Selling Ageacy headquartered in W_mnipeg.ls The pools copied the Wheat
Board system of pooling returns by grades, without regard for the time during the crop year that
the grain was delivered: every grower who delivered a particular grade earned the same amount
per busbel (less appropriate freight charges) no matter when he delivered his wheat, Finally, the

 pools adopted the Wheat Board system of initial, interim, and final payments t§ farmers.'6

The pools were popular: by 1925-26 crop year, more than 140,000 of a possible 240,000
prairie farmers had signed contracts and the pools received more than half - 522% - of the
prairic wheat ctop. They maintained this membership, and this delivery level, throughout the
rest of the decade. In propaganda campaigns to discredit the pools, the Winnipeg Grain
Exchange stoutly maintained that pool returns were lower than those obtainable on the open
market, although precise comparisons were in fact impossible.” But the pools never claimed ap
‘ability to inflate world wheat prices, and had “mo illusions regarding the power of an
organization such as ours...to influence prices undaly,” as AJ. M‘;:Phail. president of the
Saskatchewan pool and a director of the Central Selling Agency, putit.” What attracted farmers
to the pools was the promise of “orderly marketing®: pooling and centralized selling shiclded
them from inter-seasonal price fluctuations within the crop year, and earned each pool member a
full average world price less minimum marketing coSts.

Alartied by the wheat pools’ success, the private grain trade weat beyond propaganda in
its amempts t0 destroy them. -In April, 1925, a “deliberatc -bear raid"" by taders on the
Winnipeg Grain Exchange atiempted to drive the price of wheat below the pools' promised net
payment, in ordet o proapt the pools' bankers to call their loaps, and thus break them. The
Central Selling Agency survived the raid by buying wheat futures to support the market; A.J

3 Canadian Co-operative Wheat Producers Ltd.. incorporsted federally inm 1924.
M Fowke, Natiooal Policy and the Whsat Ecomomy, 211-13.

v .rovke. National Policy and the Wheat Eccnomy, 245-6.
M H.A. Inals, ed., The Diary of Alexander James McPhail (Toronto, 1940), 205n.

1’ powke says that "a deliberate bear raid® wvas *current rumour.® ' Nacional
Policy and the Wheat Zconomy, 228. Allan levipa vrites that *charges {of a bear
raid] wvere plausible,® and that the sudden drop in prices in April 1925 *was quice
possibly caused by market manipulatien. But such manipulation has slwvays been
difficult, if wmot iwpossidle, to prove. ...Farmers' criticisms way wvell tave been
juetified.” Lavine, "Open Market or 'Orderly Marketing': The Winnipeg Grain Exchange
and the Wheat Poole, 1923-1929," (unpublished paper to ths Canadian Historical :
Association, (Winnipeg, 190€),15-1€.) Levine was less certain about "eagket
manipulaticn® in bis book, in which he comcluded that it was *highly unlikely.¢ The
Bechange: 100 Yeare of Trading Grain in Winnipeg (Winnipeg, 1987). 13S. Whatever

the conclusion, there cah be no doubt that the incident confirmed prairie:faxwers’
suspicions about and hostility to the open mariet.
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McPhail described this as *fightfing) the devil with his own weapons."® The experience
confirmed the belief of most prairie farmers that the open market system worked against their
interests, and strengthened their conviction that, in historian Allan Levine's words, "stabilization
of the wheat market would never be rcalized unless they had total control of the Canadian wheat
crop, as the federal government had with the Wheat Board of 1919-20."*' v .

In 1927 a movement for a "100 per cent compulsory Pool” began within the wheat pools.
This movement sought provincial legisiation that would compel all producers to deliver all their
grain, not simply wheat, to the pools. This would have effectively re-established a compulsory,
mompoly,gninmrknﬁngsylmunasysmnmbylhewhu!pwlsndmthmbylfedem
government board. Support for the plan was not unapimous, and the "100% compulsory pool®
becuncasubjectofdebatewithintbepniﬁeﬁmmovemeu.” Most opponents of the plan, it
mﬁummd.mmmsuppomofmmmmmoppom of a monopoly
national wheat board. Tbeywanwd.nsAJ.McPhﬁlp\uit.w'letdnpooldwelopua.eo-op
organization® and to bave “Government control of pop-pool wheat through a Government
agency.”™ In the summer of 1930, the Saskatchcwan pool conducted a refercndum on the
*100% compulsowpool'mdfoundmonthansevuypementinﬁmofk.“ Responding to
farmer demand, in March 1931 the provincial goverament of J.T.M. Anderson created a "100%
wmmwml-tummmmmmwmm” The “100% compulsory
pool® never operatzd, however. anengedinmnbyoppomofupook,mem

20 sne Diaxy of Alexander James McPRail, 118.

D g evine, "Open Market or 'Orderly Marketing': The Winnipeg Grain Exchange and
the Wheat Podls. 1933-1929,% '15-16. .

3 g .u. Yates, The Saskatchewan Wheat Poal (1946) 137-340; Blair Faizbairn, from
prajrie Roots: The Aesarkable Story of the Sasikatchewan Wheat Board (Saskatoon,
1962)205-307; SWP cartoon appended. .

B prary of Alexander James NcPhail, 248-9

3 citing tha Sixth Annual Report of the Baskatchevan Co-operative Whaat
producers, V.C. Powke gives the results as 34,600 "yes® and 13,900 *na®, for a
wajority of 71.4¢ in favour of the *100¥ compulsory pool.® Natiooal Policy and cthe
#heat Bconamy, 241 n. C.F¥. Wilson cites wo suthority, sad gives figures of 32,653
eyes® and 12,391 *mo," for en slmost ldentical “yee® wmajority of 71.S¢. A Century of
Canadian Grein, 296. WNo roferenda were conducted 1n HManitoba and Albezts.

3% geatutes of Saskatchewen, 21 Geo. Vv, c. 07.
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complete control over the movement and marketing of the Canadian crop.” "No other
proposition will satisfy the general farming public,” his farmer-constituents insisted.

Prime Minister Bennett, on the advice of 1.1, McFarland, rebuffed these prairic demands
for three and 3 half years. By the spring of 1934, however, the continued inability of the opea
market to function without government stabilization gradually persuaded McFarland and Bennent
that a monopoly wheat board was indeed the answer. In June 1934, with the fedecal government
the owner of more than 200 million bushels of wheat, McFarland advised Bennett that it would
be “a good time to tum the whole thing over to 3 government monopoly.™' Bennett first
proposed the Canadian Grain Board Act, which called for a complete and permanent federal
government grain monopoly of coarse grains as well as wheat, to function like the compulsory
Wheat Board of 1919-20. The bill would terminate futures trading on the Winnipeg Grain

Bxchange.

mpﬁncmhmmmdﬁcmmlmmfmgmwbmwnhweqw
.possible.mdxgrmphm:ComcmﬁvemeOppmedmceomwkoryGninBoudua'st:p
in the direction of state socialism.® Afler cxensive discussion in committee, the Canadian
wmn«:dmmmmyum«sm;y 1935 differed substantially from the
original Grain Board Act. Amendments restricted the board to wheat, suspended its monopoly
m,mmwmmnmmmm”mumpmmmofu
original bill which were mw.mwm.mmpmmmmammwmm
mmdhl935wastobenpumamimﬁmﬁon.wihmﬁﬁmlhnhsonits0pmdm Summing
up ten years lateg, T.W. Gﬁmm.mmncpemm.mmm'uwm
Wheat Board Act, 1935.'wasnotandicdotm'movcinmarkuhgmcthodbutmmw:
mnml”devdopm&ommepasgotwhichthesuhuhﬁonmmmamiﬁon

phase.”

3 prehives of the Glenbov-Alberta Institute, George Coote Papers, file 106. The
quotation ie from M.R. Ward to Coote, 21 June 1934. Coote received only cue letter
oppoeing & board.

3 yeparland to Bennett, 2 June 1934, reproduced in Wilson, Cencury of Canadian
Grain, 460.

N ghogpson with Eeager, Canada 1922-1539, 266. '

» Grindley, *The Canadian Wheat Bosrd, 1938-46,° Canada Year Book. 1947.

adLI/DodvYy

COSL 68 €T9 XVd 80:0T I¥d £0/80/80



The Voluntary, non-Monopoly Wheat Board, 1935-1943

2017

The new Wheat Board got a late stact oo the 1935-1936 crop. J.I. McParland was
appoinlétl chief commissioner of a three-memmber board on 14 August, with s seven-petson
advisory commitiee representing millers, clevator companies, exporters, the three pairie pools
and the United Grain Growers. A dual marketing system existed for the 1935-36 crop year, as
the board coexisted with the private grain trade. Al an initial payment of 87.5 cents a bushel,
prairie farmers chose 10 deliver 150.7 million bushels of wheat W the board; 65.6 million bushels
were sold on the openmarket.“ The board made no additional paymeats on the 1935 crop. J.R.
Murray replaced McFarland as chief commissioner on 3 December 1935 with government orders
10 sell ahe crop rapidly, so that most of the 1935 crop was sold at prices below the initial

payment.

"FireSale'thy(ashcwasnic\mamedbymirieﬁzmm)msthcchoiceofmcmng
'Liberal govermment clected in October 1935.¥ The government was decply Meologically
commited to laissez-faire. Trade and Commerce Minister W.D. Buler, responsible for the
WheatBoard.dmouheedthcboudus'dasslegishﬁmofdnwomldnd'whichpvespa:m
pdvnegu'momcusinoncpuﬁwhrswionofmcmnuy'—wgnianmhthcpmiﬁe
provinees. The King goverment's plan - ot opealy avowed until 1938 - was ® retain the
WhenBoudonlyunﬁanmyhadsoldmewhmdmbwdumdyowned.aboﬁﬂlmebwd.
andmcnmmwmeopmmarketusoonammmwdwﬁgmoffmdoning.”
For the 1936-37 and 1937-38 crop years, the Libenal government effectively shut off farmer
acnsswmadmﬁngmxghmwwam&'lniﬁ'ﬂpayminboﬂsymwmmunj
oents.tsin1935.buubcboatdwuodctednottowg&ptmywhutunﬁlﬁnpﬁeeondwopcn
mdn&uhbwmm.hi&smﬁmdmow-mm,wmmcwquﬁmdm
pew wheat to market, Thegovannmndmzedw.&Moﬂnm;n-aLibaﬂmMafom
ummofmm-mwm-mm-umm“

3 y.c. rovks coutends that *producers wade substantial deliveries to the board
even whep 1ite price was belov the market price.® Natiooal Policy and the hcat
Beoncny, 266n.

3 54 evidence of the board's popularity emong farmers, in prairie ruml '
constituencies during the 1935 federal electian campsign, both the Liberals and the
Comservatives claimed credit for baving crested tha Wheat Boardl The COCF and Social
Credit aleo supported the Board. Wileoa, Ceatwry of Canadian Grain, 474.

» y.D. Euler to King, 25 June 1936 quoted im Wwilgon, Century, 527.
7 wilson, Centwy of Canedian cnin,. 4958502,
3 M.J. Coldwell claimed yoars later Motherwell actually said cthat the eabinet

had *caponized® the wheat board rather than vgterilized® it - & term mOT®
- appropriate for a farwer: Canada, Rouse of Cosnons, Debatcs, 24 Mn_xvh 1953, 3244,
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they vigorously defended the vo

undermine it. They protested that _
him by parliamentintbcwwwoudmm deliver his grain

Pool also resolved in 1936 that

fxrm organizations continued ©0 demand a compulsory monopoly board,
luntary board from the Liberal government's attempts to
*the western grain gmwerhasbccndcniedthc right given to
to the board.” A delegation from
ed the goverument of “repealing the wheat board legistation by

Although prairie

all three provincial pools accus
making it entirely incffective.” The pools nevet relented in their pressure {0 have marketing

the Board made compulsory, and 10 have the futures market closed. The Saskatchewan
the Board be extended 10 cover 0ats, barley, rye and flax.?

mmcmpe:siswdinis;policy of undermining the Wheat

soht abolition for fear of the political problems this would
i i chancngedbytheSocialCredithnyandby

King's favourite technique for dealing with

commission. The Royal Grain Inquiry Commission

selected as commissioner, was oo outspoken advocate of the open
Wilson comments, "was accused of taking ample precautio
findings."® In public, cabinet ministers maintained that
ming.andwmgwnwwn&cﬁngmunbmd‘ ication. But notes from a cabinet
meeting of 14 July 1937 suggest the government's i
*Decided to contime skeleton board.... lnmﬁon_o(co\mciltoxbplishswdalmg'ethetwhen
mgeontcponsubmm Rmonfoceouﬁnﬁns[theboudhempomﬂy...mhvenwdin
adsw.pendinsmxgeonmpon“-‘

The government got BO ‘SUIpTises from Turgeon's repon.which&imfullyuﬂewdits
previously-decided policy. Lisued in May 1938, two years afiex G commission was appoimed,

“under... nditions. ..the Government should remain out of
mcgninm.mdmwwuhmndbequbymmoﬁbemmm...' Given
mmmmm.mm.wuwymmumumm
Board be remined temporarily. ¢ Turgeon that kis recommendations tan direcdly counter 10
 wilson, Centusy of Canadisn Grain, 267, 8. '

o wilson, Century of Cansdian Grein, 541-556. Turgeon vas the only
ocunsel J.L. Ralston, Liberal vheat critic in

comnisoioner. We choss as his senlor ¢
1935 vho had led the asesult on Bennett's Crain Board Bill, and vho had attempred
unsuccessfully- €o dave the Wheat Board designated 8s tesporary satfier than
permanent.

@ yores in National Archivee of canada, King Papers,
canadian Grain. S46.

cited by wilson, Ceatury of

‘ipeport of che Royal crain Commission (Ottawa. 1938). 109-90. .
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the explicit wishes of western farmers: "Nearly all the farmers' organizations, and...a great
many of the individual farmers who appeared before me," he admitted in his report. demanded
"the abolition of futures trading in Canada (and) a permanent National Wheat Board...to take
over the whole of our wheat crop cach year and 10 market it."*

Western farm opinion was critical of the Turgeon report. In the words of a farmer from
Hanna, Alberta, Turgeon had provided:
"...linle or pothing in the way of a solution {to the problems of] the actual dint
farmer, We are to have the Grain Exchange function when times are good and
make all the profit possible out of the manipulation of the toil and sweat and blood
. as.represenied by our wheat ... When things start to go bad and the Bxchange
fails miserably as it has always done{,] then the State bas to step in ia an

endeavour to save the situation. "

Circumstances in world wheat markets dictated, however, that Turgeon's report was never
implemented. I[nstead, ss Leonard Nesbitt puts it, his "recommendations were consigned to the
archives where they have slumbered ever since.**’

In 1938, bumper crops in Europe and North America, the largest In world history, drove
wheat prices downwand and doomed the King government's hope for a tetum w the open
market. Fearing: “uarest in the West® if it failed to act, the federal cabinet set the Wheat
Board's initial payment at 80 ccats a bushel in July 1938. Market prices fell below that Jevel,
and farmers delivered virtually the entire praitie crop to the board. George Mclvor, Murray's
successor &5 head of the Wheat Board, was ordered by the government to sell the crop - 292
million bushels - as fast as the farmers delivered it. The resulting losses cost the federal treasury
$61.S million - more than 10% of the total federal budget of $553 million. ¥

Staggered by this sum, in 1939 the King government determined anew to dissolve the
Canadian Wheat Board. The political price turned out to be higher than they were prepared to
pay. Protests poured in from farm organizations, from Manitoba premicr John Bracken, and

‘) Report of the Boyal Grain Coamission (Ottewa, 1938), 184-95.

“ Archives of the Glenbow-Alberta Iustitute, W. Norwan Swith Puperi. file 12,
Jack Sutherland to Swicth, 10 June 1936,

‘* Leonard D. Nesbitt, Tides in the Nesc: A Mheat Pool Sctory (Sagkatoonm, 1958)
287. =

“ Mackenzie King Diaxy, 26 July 1936,
‘* premier Hepburn of Ontario protested to King that, through the Wheat Board,

the federal goveinaent vas discriminating against Ontario farmers in favour of
prairic farmers. (Hepburn cited in Wilson, Century of Canadian Crain, 564)

11 .
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from Western Liberal MPs. Not only did wesiern fammets wish to retain the board, Liberal
agriculture minister J.G. Gardiner *regrecfully reported” to prime minister King: “"most farm
leaders would welcome 3 permanent government monopoly for the marketing of Canadian
wheat.”®  Eliminating the Wheat Board, King wrote i his diary, "will cost us many scats in
Western Canada. ...It will be a sort of suicide to proceed with it The government backed
down. An amendment to the Wheat Board Act restricted deliveries to the boardl - farmers were
not permitted to deliver wore than 5000 bushels in any one crop year - but the Wheat Board

remained. "The Government,” concludes D.A. MacGibbon:

"had tried 10 get out of the wheat business and failed....Canadian wheat growers

were determined that the Government should maingin the Board.... With the

capitulation of the Government to this point of view it was no longer possible to-
tcgardﬂ\eCanadianWhatBoudastumpouryagencyesubﬁshedmmeq:
single etergency, but as 8 permanent part of the institutional machinery of
Canada for dealing with wheat marketing....*"

J.G. Gardiner's mmxcgyfmbypassingmemwdsoﬁﬂed. The Wheat
Co-operative Marketing A2t of 1939 sttempted to reinvigorate producers’ pooling, dormant since
1931, by guaranteeing initial payments made by co-operative wheat marketing associations. This
gwmmmm@mrmuwmzmlu.wmmmm
open market. Although prices flucmared above and below the 70 cent initial Wheat Board
paymemwbymegwumnﬁmnowmbclmhglydeuvudmmebouﬁ.whﬁmived
szuccmofthegninmrhmd. TbcmpmvimhlpoohignoredmeWhatco-opcnﬁve
MarkzﬁnsAa.sonmrkaedlessthanompemmofﬂwmp. The rest of the crop

was sold o the open market *! .

WotldWUMdemommwdtthMM'sindkpensabﬂitymCamdhngnin
marketing policy, and its responsibilities proliferated.  The Wheat Board's primary
mpomibﬁhy.unmgwhﬂkwnﬁmed;dnbadmkbummwymBﬁﬁshgwemmem
purchasing agencies. mw;mmchieesandTndeMmed-theWBoudmimplmm
price provisions for feed grains. In October 1942, the board assumed control of allocation of

“ a‘;diner cited in H. Blair Neatdy, Williem Lyon Mackenzie King: The Prism of
vnicy, 1932-1939, {Toronto, 1976) 305-8.

o Gardiner cited in H. Blair Neatdy, William Lyon Mackenzie King: The Prism of
tnity, 1933-1939, (Toromto, 1376} 30s-e. d

 p A. MacGibbon, Tha fanadian Grain Trade. 3311-1351 {Toronto, 1952), p 47, MY

italicse.

! George Britnall, "Dowminion lLegislation Affecting Western Agriculture, 19397
Canadian Journal of Ecopomics and polstical Sclence, €12 (1940), 276-T7.
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railway cars to country elevators for wheat and coarse grains. In April 1943, the fats and oil
administrator conscripted the board to accept delivery of the expanding sunflower and rapeseed
crops.

For wheat, the 1930s problem of massive annual carryovers petsisted for the first three

“war years. German conquest of some Canada's imiportant wheat customers, combined with huge

wheat crops in 1939 and 1940, created a wantime wheat surplus xwwe the size of that ten years
carlier. In August 1940, with the support of organized producers,’? the government amended the
Wheat Board to implement Canada‘s first delivery quotas through the Wheat Board, not only for
wheat, but for oats and barley.” The Wheat Board, C.P. Wilson points out, made possible *a

delivery so‘ontrol system which was a Canadian alternative to.the American method of acrcagc
control.”

The government made these changes in the operation of the Wheat Board in close
consultation with, and with the approval of, organized grain farmers. In 1940, the wheat board
advisory commifiee, suspended in December 1935, was reinstituted and regularly referred to in
policy discussions. Beginning in Jamiary, 1941, the federal cabinet also met periodically with
the Canadian Federation of Agriculture, which had broad westem represeatation.

By 1943, cight years experience had demonstrated the problems created when a non-
monopoly wheat board co-existed with an open market. Such a dual marketing system produced
two possible scenarios, each unacceptable from the federal government's perspective. When the
voluntary wheat board set an initial payment which turned out to be above a weak marker, as in
1938-39, the board received virtually all the wheat delivered, and the federal treasury had to
mahvp&ed;ﬁumbdmnlhemudpaymcmmubmxdscvenmdseumgpm If the
mmalpaymauwemlowuhnvemﬂtopenwdmpme.ﬁmmwoulddchvervmmym
their grain to the private trade, and the wheat board would be left without wheat to sell.™

- This second situation threatened in the summes of 1943. Crop failures in the United
5pnhedwhutpﬂeamoum30m:bowdnboud‘s90miniﬁalpaymem and

"1 fhe pools firet advocated a delivery quota system, in ee-bl.uuon vith o
ccupulnoty wonopoly Wheat Board. in 193¢. They repestad both decmands in 1940. See
Wilsen, Century of Canadian Grain, 653, €51,

% 1an MacPhervon and John Rerd Thoupeon, “An Orderly Reconstructicn: Prairia
Agriculture in World War Two,™ Canadian Papers ia Rural History, IV. (1984) 13)-14.

% wilson. Century, €8?.

8 A third scenario, an initial payment close to the market, vas alec
unacceptable. In thess circumstances, tha board way uncertaim how wuch wheat would
be delivered to it, and thus unable to wake bulk sales based on fucurc holds.nga
fuch uncertainly beca-o ‘particularly problematic during vartime.

1
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farmers delivered to the private trade, To assuse the board adequate supplies to meet
comyitments to Britain and for Mutual Aid to other allics, on September 27, 1943 the federal
goveroment fixed the price of wheat at $1 25 a bushel and terminated futures trading on the
Winnipeg Grain Exchange. Thereafter “the Canadian Wheat Board,” writes Mitchell Shacp,
*became, as the ’Em'u'ie pool organizations. had always advocated, the sole marketing sgency for

western wheat.”

The government made the decision confident of the support of fanm organizations, but the
government had pot made the decision because farm organizations advocated a m ly wheat
board. The pools nevertheless hailed the move as "a complete vindication of the attitude of the
organized farmers,” and the Canadian Federation of Agriculture similarly voted its approval.”’
The Manitoba and Alberta pools both complained that the decision should have been taken
carlies. Farmer's organizations also noted that the wheat board monopoly way not yet

permancat: meordetincomilhadsctmexphydammulyn. 194S.

constituencies returned ooly fourteen Libenals, mmmly-mmCCPers:ndthkmksbcm

_git candidates elected by prairie voters were p ' mmpponncompulsowmompoly
Wheat Board. Miniswtongthde.G.Gud'ﬁn.oncofoulytonbetﬂsewedin
Saskatchewsn, defeated bis CCF opponent only on & recount. C.F. Wilson suggests that
: Gamwmm'mcmdofdomgwmdhmspmwnonwofpm&emihode:m

% witchell Sharp, Mhich Reminds Ne (Torento. 1934), 26.
1 cited in Fairbairm, From Prairie Roots, 151-
8 wileon, Cancury of Canadian arain.- 1047.

" # wilcon describas eight resclutions from farm otganizations in favour of &
y board betwveen 1945 and 1348. of Century of Cansdisa Grain, 009, 011, 068,

(323, 915, 96). M.
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There was more to the government's decision to continue the Wheat Board monopoly
than simple political expediency, however. Both grain growers and the government feared that
mcendofthcwnwmndbdngammmwthcwhmsmplummdthedepmsedpﬁnesougzg
to 1542, The resultant desire for longer-tenm security of markets and prices motivated a foyr-
year wheat purchasing agrecment with Britain. Canada promised to provide 160 million bushels
to Britain in 1546 and sgain in 1947, and 140 milliop bushels yearly in 1948 and 1949. The
Wheat Board was indispensable to this bulk trading agreement with Britain, and the only way to
guarantee that the board would have the wheat w0 bonour the agreement was to continue its
monopoly. -

Because of “the terms of the United Kingdom-Canada wheat contract,” Minister of Trade
and Commerce James MacKinnon announced to the House of Commons: .

“the government considers it wise and advisable to continue the Capadian Wheat

Board as the sole purchaser of western Canadian wheat from the producers. The

governmeant believes that the great majority of western groduccrs are satisfied,

for the preseant at least, with this method of ing." .

Por the first two post-war years, cabinet used the authority of the National Emergency
Transitional Powers Act to contimie the board's monopoly. In 1947, the government amended
theCanadianWhmbdAa_wemwdnboq:d'smmpoly\mﬂlAugmwso. Debate on
the bill revealed widespread parliamentary support from the extension from both sides of the
house. C@eumofmm.ddigbmdmyemnphinedmmemompolyhd'notbeen
made pcrmancat, Robert Fair, Social Credit member for Batte River, Alberta, moved that the

@oos

Winnipeg Grain Exchange be abolished. Several Progressive Conservatives opposed the board's

monopoly, but supported the idea of a voluntary board. The bill passed third reading 172 to
seven. None of the seven pays represemed » prairie constimency.

mlmlmdmmtodxmmopemhmd'ﬂleboud.wkhdxrpeciallppmwlof
the governor in councl (the cabinet] to deal tn grains other than wheat." This addition was the
gm':mmmmmmommwpmmm.w
simply wheat, under the control of 3 monopoly board. This demand had begun in the 1920s,
when the .campaign for a *100% compulsory pool” bad targeted all grain crops. The prairie
pools had supporied board control of all grains throughout the 1930s, and R.B. Bennem's
original 1935 legislation had called for a grain board rather than a board exclusively for wheat.

* canada, House of Comnons, Debates, 30 July 194€. €036. My snphaais.

© canada, Mouse of Commons, Debates, 1947, 608-33, 743-61, 766-810, s13-92e,
1262-63.

' Canada, House of Commons, Debates, 18 rebruary 1947, 575,

[
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After World War Two, the Canadian Federation of Agriculture jotned the pools in this
demand that the Wheat Board market coarse geains, In 2 meeting with the federal cabinet in
Febcuary 1947, the federation expressed “confidence in the openations of the Canadian Wheat
Board,” commended the continvation of the Wheat Board's monopoly. and recommended "that -
the board be made the sole marketing agency for all commercial grains grown in the proviaces of
Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta.” Y Prairis farmess were S0 unanimous in their support for
board control of all grains, Western cabinet ministers told Mackenzic King, that *if this were not
done, the [Liberal) party would lose the West entirely. The CCF would sweep everything."%

The government moved cautiously on the implementation of this recommendation about

grains other than wheat, bowevet, because it was on uncertin constitutional ground. Because
most wheat was exported, it fell clearly within the power 10 regulate interprovincial commerce.
assigned 0 the federal government by the British North America Act. Oats ard. barley were
fargely traded intraprovincially, and Gws under provincial jurisdiction. Minister of Trade and
Commerce C.D. Howe explained the § i
*Strong represcntations favouring
whatboudhavebeenrecdvedﬁomfarmorgminﬁom.... The government
desires 1o meet the wishes of farm organizations in this regard.... (But] a scheme
thawouldwotkforoaumd'bad'cg,wouldnotbeconsﬁmﬁonﬂ,anda
constimtional scheme would not wock.
- The government's solution was 10 seek copjoint legistation establishing Wheat Board
controlofeomegnins&ommepmvinchlgomnmcns of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and
Alberta. kmmofmwofum.mmpmmw:m
Wheat Board accordingly wokeonnolofomnidbamyinmclw9ctopyar. Further
(he extension of the board's authority

wnm@ynﬁcﬁrmmm&ww
i when the Manitobs goverament held a producer

plebiscite on Wheat Board mogopoly handling of coarse grains. Fewer than 3,846 fammers
mppom‘:‘dmcopmmm31.052-89pae=u-vowdinﬁvunofmmompolyW§alBoad

system.

© canadian Pederation of Myiculture, Farmers Mect the Cabinet, cited in Wilson,
Century of Canadian Crain, 923. Onc wember organization, the Onited Grain Growers,
_supported the board wonopoly of wheat warketing puc digsented from the
reconmendatiod that the board bave & wonopoly of all grains. ¢

$ Mackenzie King Diary, 13 Februaxy 1948,

¢ Canada. House of Commons, Dabates, 27 Pebruary 1348, 161778,

¢ Results in C.F. Wilscu, Cemtury of Canadian Crain, 976-7.
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This affirmation of support for the monopoly Wheat Board came despite a massive effort
by the private grain trade to extol the merits of the open market system. Grain Exchapge
historian Aflan Levine describes the flood of radio, pamphlet and newspaper advertisements as
"one of the largest public relations campaigns in western Canadian history.*” The Winnipeg
Free Press, the largest circulation daily newspaper in the Prairie Provinces, also consistently
condemned the board. "The wheat producer,” noted a -contemporary observer “remained
singularly unimpressed,®

Building a Permanent Wheat Board, 1950-1967

Nor was the federal government impressed by the private grain trade's arguments ‘in
favour of & remrn 10 the open market. Between 1943 and 1949, the government had reversed its
pre-war wheat policy, and abandoned the notion that the Wheat Board was a temporary solution
to deal with an emergency simation. By 1950, the government understood that 3-monopoly
WhmBoudmamyclmmofCamdunagnculumlpomy Threemsonsexplaln
this profound change of policy.

The first reason was internatiopal. The post-war intemational community had changed,
and Canada played a brger role in it. “The creation of a compulsory Wheat Board," writes
Mitchell’ , facifitsted this role “by providing a workable mechanism for Canmadian
participation.”™ Govemment to goverument sales became the intemational norm.  Tvade and
commerce ministet C.D. Howe explained to parfiament that during the 1949-50 crop year

um-ﬁwmowamu!shwmmmﬁbygommagmth
countrics with the Canafian wheat board.* Because *a majority of our customers prefer to settle
their grain problems with an official ‘agency,” Howe conchuded, it is obvious that we should
maintain the wheat board 0 deal with them n that way. ™

Swond.pmpmdummwbdminglywppomdthcwmpulmymmpolyww
board. By the 19505, the persistent campaigns of preirie farm organizations for “orderly
marketing” had creatad, in V.C. Fowke's words, “a willingness to interfere in agriculwmral
markets in order 10 mitigate the worst effects of unbridled competition among agriculmral

© Levine, The Exchange, 207.

© Fowke, Nacl{onal Policy end the Whcat Ecoacmy, 276.

¢ sharp, Which Reminds Me, 29.

™ Canada, Houss of Commons, Debates, 20 April 1350, 1732433,

h
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producers.”” As C.D. Howe put it, the wheat board sysem eosured "dcpendable trading,” and
was "an insurance policy. ..against instability."™

Finally, the multiple wartime and post-war successes of the board under chairman George
Melvor had repeatedly demonstrated its efficacy: simply put, the compulsory monopoly Wheat
Board worked as the exclusive marketing agent for Canadian grain. The individull conversions of
three policy-makers from opponents to supporicrs of a monopoly wheat board are illustrative of
the governmental about-face.

Minister of Agriculture J.G. Gardiner transformed himself from an apostle of the open
market to cabinet's most outspoken Wheat Board- advocate because of the unwavering support
prairie farmers, through the wheat pools, showed for the board.” “These organizations have the
active support of more than half the wheat farmecs in the Prairie Provinces,” Gardiner told his
cabinet colleagues in 1950, "and their views are agreed with by at least 75% of the farmers. "™
Experience had dso'uughGudinctmtadulmam&lgsymwithavolunmybwdmm
open market didn't work. Reflecting back from the perspective of fifteen years -operation,
Gmmummwulmammwmt.mm«'amhf«mmou
wnﬁnuamotm:pemhnvemuhodo(mdinginmu With an optional board, he had
learned, the *[grain) trade received profits - goverument took losses." : '

MiwthSb:ptndworkedinthcpﬁmmmdeinWmnipegbeforehcmmew
Ommwbclpshapcwhutpolicyinmcdepammdﬁmmwdndemdcom Sbarp
mwmonuwmpﬂmmmmmdisinmﬁomlmeﬁnm. Canada's
wmnmummmmmm.u&m;wm:mm.
'wmpm&mmuomémwmmmm?mwmmeﬁng
gmwmmmmmuumm.f

mmdnm&hdivﬁw.mleof.awwmwbobmaww
BmdmmBCD.Howe.Lankuomecmdcomwmpomib!efordz
Board from 1948 until 1957. Hmmmdm:mmmcmpnmﬁcofmsons:w

" powke, Natiooal Folicy and the Wheat Economy, 276-7. 395-6.
3 canada, House of Commons, Debatas, 20 April 1950, 1731,

™ Norman Waxd snd David Swmith, Jismy Gardines: Relencless Libersl (Toronco,
1990), 108-09, 333,

" Gardiner, “A Ristory of the vmu-:' Position,® Cabinet Document 44-51, 12
October 1950, reproduced as Appcudix ¢ of Wilsea, Cencury of Canadisn Grain, 1092-
11020 . H

Y Sharp, Which Reminds Me, 29.
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Commissioner George Mclvor proved to him that it worked. In 1948, whea Howe sponsored
the extension of Wheat Board control over feed grains, be privately opposed the legisiation.
Howe unsuccessfully proposed "his own private enjerprise schemes® as alternatives.  After
several years of successful Wheat Board marketing of coarse grains, Howe admitted to Mclvor
that he had been mistaken. *You know George,” he wld Mclvor over 8 whisky, "that damn
scheme of mine would nevet have worked.””  In 1953, Howe told parliamentithat “it bas been
most fornunate for the farmer and for the country...that the wheat board has had such complete
control of the western crops of wheat, oats and barley.'"

Prairie farmers dida't have to be converted: they continued to enthusiastically support the
monopoly Wheat Board. "An overwhelming majority.of farmers in western Canada are solidly
behind the wheat board,” maintained an Alberta MP; “morcover we believe that the peemit book
and quota system is the fairest way of handling deliveries in western Canada.'™ The board
acquired, argues, political scicntist David B. Smith a status *equivalent to a farmers' Magna
Charta (sic)™:

~The Board's strength lay in its popularity. Tbe peaks and troughs of the futures

market were replaced by the assurance of an initial payment based on projected

sales and a final payment calculated on the pooling of returns from acwual sales.

The Board thus became a steward of producers' interest and the fervour with

whichﬂ:eytmjoﬂqofﬁrmmdcfmdedhmuleﬂhowmmﬂnwdit

satisfied.” . :

During the mid-1950s, the Wheat Board cpabled Camada to withstand 3 massive
subsidized export program carried out by the Unitsd States under U.S. Public Law 480.% The
board played a critical role in the quiet wheat diplomacy with the United States with regard to
the disruptive effects of subsidies t exports, During the 1960s, historian Dan Mosgan argues,-
the Wheat Board helped Canada to respond to U.S. atiempts to "grab markets away from Canada
and other competitors.™" _

" pobert Bothwell & William Kilbourn, C.D. Howe: A Biography (Toronto, 1979),
- 231-2, 376-7.

T canada, Houss of Commons, Debates, 30 March 1953, 341€.

7 yictor Quelch, Social Credit, Acsdia (ABl, Canada, House of Commona, Debates,
30 May 1950, 3035, . -

™ Gavid Smith, The Regional Decline of a Rational Party:Liberals on Cthe Prairies
{Torento, 1981) 34-27.

¢ peport of the Canadian Nheat Board, Crop Year 1956-57 (Ottawa, 1957), 7-8.

“ pan Morgan, Merchants of Grain (Nev York. 1980) 17).S.
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cales 10 the Peoples’ Repe lic of China which began in
Gordon Churchill, were made because

kept closely
William McNamara, George Mclvor's

traditional customers, (he board found DewW OIKS. The large

1961, said Conservative cabin&t minister
s(he wheat board with its usual alertness and activity had
in touch with the sitvation in China."® Liberal minister Mitchell Shagp credits
successor as Chief Commissionet of the Wheat Board,

with making the Soviet Union a customes foc Canadian wheat in 1963 By 1964, the board had
pegotiated long-term sales agreements with six Soviet-bloc countries as well as with Chim. ¥

In addition W0 preserving

The Wheat Board's success and co::sequcmpopinnity were reflected in the debates when
1950, 1953, 1957, and 1962. The Liberl

its monopoly Wwas renewed by parliament in
government of Louis St Laurent sponsored the first three of these extemsions, and the
Conservelive government ingle MP vogd against the
cxtension of the compulsory monopo’ board on any of these tout_ occasions. ' During the
debates on the exiensions, opposition members mightmggstspectﬁcclnnges in the Wheat -

Board's OpemiOn“. but any problems were inveriably blamed on the government of te day,

rather than board itself”!  Individual prain .1 1o cutdo cach other 10 prove their
the western wheat crop, and to claim

ennmsiasnafordleboaxdasthcsolemarkennglgexyﬁr _
mnmckpany~Libcﬂl.Con5emﬁve.0CP.oISochICmdh-hadwm‘bumdunmostw

create the board.
During cach of these debates oo the extension of the boerd's monopoly, opposition
' and dws not subject t periodic

mbemsuggmedﬂnnhcmomp'oly be made permancol,
renewal. ln1950Vchwlch.ﬂlcSochl(xeditmﬁxAcadil[A?].spobpassiomelyfon

monopoly for the Wheat Board: -
*Litis inthcmmtsof.mepwplcofcﬂhda. and more especially in the
w«sofmmmgmm.mumwdwmwopamsu
hundred per cent marketing agencys... [0 the day shovld come when we make

%1 canada, House of Comnons, Debates, 37 Harch 1962, 2216-17.

9 gparp, Which Reminds Me.... 122-23.

" peport of the Canadien Waeat Board, Crop Year 196364 (octawa, 1364), 13.

¢ canada, House of Comnons, Debates: 1950, 3229; 1953, 3426; 1957, 1152; 1962,

2220.

* e most fEeoquent suggesticn was that the t increase producer
repteunuca.on by increasing the power and size of the advieory board.

vhen Alvin Eamiltom criticised Libera) trade and

7 pgs an example, in 1966,
box car availabilicy, he accused the gavemm’-

conmarce miniscer nicehell Sbarp oe
of a "crime against western farmers end the vhest:
Debaces, 1 March 1966, 1954, enphasis added,
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the sclling of wheat optional, and permit the decision whether it be sold to the
wheat board or on the open market, we shall have sighed the death warrant of the

wheat board.***

As testimony to the broad, non-partisan parliamentary support for the monopoly board,

the suggestions that it be made permanent camé from MPs from four different political pacties:

Quelch in 1950; Robert Fair, Social Credit MP for Battle River [AB], in 1953; M.1. Coldwell,
CCF member for Rosetown-Biggar (SK] in 1957; and Hazen Argue, Liberal MP for Assiniboia
(SK]. in 1962. During the 1957 debate, Conservative opposition leader John Diefenbaker spoke
in favour of Coldwell's amendment that the board monopoly be made pemm:nl."

The government members who resisted these motions were always careful to place on the
record their personal and their party's support for the monopoly board. Responding 0 Coldwell
and Diefesbaker in 1957, Liberal MP Ross Thatcher, Moose Jaw-Lake Ceatre {SK]. said that-he

with the "99 percent of the farmers in the west today (who] support the wheat board.

. But..it is sensible to have the matter reviewed in five years.” Eldon Woolliams, Conservative

MP for Bow River [AB]mbuuedenA:g\wWhthiswassoninw&. *The farmers of
Alberta...Jnow that it was R.B. Benoett who created the Camadisn wheat board.... The
Consuvaﬁvepmyhasnlwaysstoodsoﬁdlybehindmewheaboard. We created it, and we
beumi:is.goodmkeﬁnginsﬁmﬁoo,'” o

In 1967, the Liberal government of prime minister L.B. Pearson amended the Capadian
Wm:Bmmmmkcm:mompolypowmonheboquetmL Parliamentary support
was ugpiversal. hbeplng—vmhlb:hte 1960s zzirged .thcpaxﬁmennrydehatebecamealmost

step with the western provinees....” Ouly opposition leader John Dicfenbaker was unable ©
resist a barbed obscrvation: “Many whoopposedm:whatboudasbc’wgldmgemus intrusion
into privete business,” he intoned, "have today become worshippers of the wheat board.

" Canada, House of Comons, Debates, 30 My 1950, 3015.
. capada, House of Comwons, Debates: 1953, 2425; 1337, 1135-33; 1962, 257-S6.
» canada, Wouse of Conmons, Debatee: 1957, 1129; 1962, 2230-11.

" canada, House of Commons, Debates, '2s May 1967, 574-93, 1260-70.
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The Canadian Wheat Board since 1967

Such universal approval of the Canadian Wheal Board by policy makers and producers

could not be sustained. Although it remained an 2UtODOMOUS CIOWN 3gENCy, by the 1970s some
viewed the Wheat Board as pant of a larger complex of federal agriculoaral policies that

were not always popular. Sometimes the Board suffered by association with federal policies that
the commissioners had acomally opposed, like the 1970 LIFT (Lowet Inventories For Tomortow)
program, in Which te federal goverpmeut paid farmers Dot (0 OV wheat? The Wheat
Board's tole in organiziog grain transportation also came under cnbicism, &5 Camda's grain

pandling facilities aged and wore out.”

The complications of a federal agricultural palicy designed for cegious odet than the
Wum:mhﬂﬁt&mdhnmm In 1974, the government removed

' Fammofdnlﬂmfeul&mmncdbymcpﬁucgnmmmmek
p:edmssors.‘rheopeuhgofthcfced' i ma:h:tmcmdmwatemamdamu.s.based

members of the pulti-national private grin trading oligopoly, Cargill and Comtinconal, ®
compete with the Mpoolsinnnekmotbusm. Anemo:}em‘nlexpmwnofnpaeed

wwmm(nmwwgmmhadmwmumm)w
Slw.ow’?mpmmronheopcnmdu Pmdmchosemchﬂubyamajodty of 52.7
petc:nL . .

" smith, Liberals oo the praicies, 97.

» uxw\l-unon. Beyond the flarvest: canadian Grain &t cthe CYossroads
(8askatoen, 1981) 168, 192-3.°

" guith, Regiocnal Dccline of & Mational Party, 103.
% pairbaimn, Prom Prairie Roots, 215.

% Levina, The Exchange, 225-6.
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Specific commodity groups appeared during the 1970s which were critical of te Board,
notably the Palliser Wheat Growers' Association, later renamed the Western Canadian Wheat
Growers Association. Most Prairic farmers remained strong advocates of a monopoly Wheat
Board, however. In Japuary 1976, on the CBC's "Country Canada® Ted Tumnet, president of
the Saskatchewan Pool, eloquently defended the monopoly Wheat Board against the aftacks of
Ivan Macmillan of the PWGA. To Macmillan's charge that the Board was wot accountable to
Pruirie farmers, Tumer pointed out that, unlike the private grain trade, the Board had an elected
advisory commitiee and reported to Parliament. To the suggestion that the Board needed
~competition," Turner ripostcd that it had competition: other grain-exporting countriest”

Canada’s competitors for export markets provided external confirmation that the
Canadian Wheat Board was marketing Canada’s grain aggressively. They consistently argued
that the Board was an unfair trade tactic, and paid it the honour of demanding that it be
abolished. The Board's "stellar performance” in increasing Canada's market share from 18 to 22
pet cent in 1976-7, wrote journalist James Rusk, “has some Yankee grain traders crying in their
beer.”™ A decade later, both the U.S. National Association of Wheat Growers and the EEC
madetbcs:’;neoomphintthatthe&mdianWhntBouﬂgavcpniricfarmus_tndunfl‘ltnding
advantage.

Wheat Board opponents and supporters debated the relative returns to U.S. and Canadian
farmers' from the U.S. open market and the Canadian orderly marketing systems. In his study
Merchants of Grain, Dan Morgan concluded that conclusions were impossible; what Morgan
did find was: :

"big differcaces in the mood and pace of life on the two sides' of the Canadian-

American prairie border.... Severl in-town elevators buy grain in Rolla [NDJ,

but they offer almost identical prices. These change rapidly, evea crazly, in

response to fluctuations in Chicago.... Wheat prices changed as much as 30 cents

a bushe! in an bour or two, It was agricultural roulette....

Just a few miles away in Canada, the mood and tempo could not bave been more
different.... The Canadian farners who gathered in the office of their in-town
clevators to gossip and klatsch were rclaxed. They seemed in much less of a
burry than people just across the border... [Selling grain] was the Wheat Board's
problem, not theirs. At least in the parts of the Canadian prairies [ visited, the

" sTerminsl Illness®, CBC Country Canada, 2, 9, 16 January 1976a

"  James Rusk, "Canads should think twice before signing pact with U.s.," Free
Press Rcport an Farming, Mg 17 1977, 2.

" oliver Bertin, "U.S. farmers becoming eore aggressive on whaat exports,®
Globewall, 25 January 1960, B); Jochn Xohut, °*The two-faced world of the farm
trade,® GlobeiMail, § September 1947.
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institution that is working

When journalist Carol Gungrande toured rural Canada in 1985 w0 interview farm families
_ oEanh:mCriJBInCanadianFaming.shcfoundmralecommic
conditions and farmer morale best in the grain economy of the Prairic West. She atributed

much of this to the Wheat Boasd: ‘
| the fluctuations of the world grain market,

~While farmers know they can't conlro
satisfied with the Wheat Board's performance as 8 sales agent for

While Wheat Board‘&aymcms do not make farmers rich. they protect

HasthecxistemoofaWbatBoudinmadlinfadqo

goal of prescrving the family
have suffered substantial depopulation apd farm loss. A comparsison of the states of South
Dakota, North Dakota, and Montna with the provinces of

reveals thafarmlosshasbemmompmcipim in the United States by about 12%. This is true
whatever year is chosen as a base, and hatever individual cepsus quinquensium is chosen.'™

Obviously, the existence of #he Capadian Wheat B
mmvmam.mmswmmcmmumummy suributed to it. But
givenummcv.S‘. 'opeuu-m'symisemuedasam&wymny of the Wheat Board's

critics, the comparison bas some relevance.
Andpatnpsxhiseuhhswhyammmﬁw‘whmmlmeylnwsldwmeOma
thcboudenjoyedconﬁmedppmﬁw of among prairic producets. The Country Guide reported
that the survey found
»¢olid, indeed overwhelming, mpwnmtmwhwbmd'spmcm role in selling
cxponwhenmdﬁadgxﬁns. The (1800 farmers survey belicve the board
andscuingqmgimd:cmost ¥ \eandsubleﬂowofimometo
bnud(ovetpriv?gcompanies)

quota
hm:rs:lhapoouprhczmdmuchprduu
s@lgmMMkMseﬂmgemandfwdgdm.

s \organ, Merchants of orain, 291,328-33.

1 ool Gisngrande, Dowa €0 garch: The Crisis in canadian Farming (Toromto,
1905168, 76.  _ - ,
figuree from Historical seacistice of canada,

" puchor's calculations based on
che United States, and The

The Canada Year pook, MHistorical scacieeics of
s,ncu:iul Abscract of che United Ecates.

ouwwagoodmwnndbadwfo:m' county

1) pave Wreford, "Wusat Poo)
. Guide, Rovember 1901,
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Farmer antipathy to the private grain trade had dissipated since the now-ancient battles over the
monopoly Wheat Board. The relationship between the prairie wheat pools and the Winnipeg
Commodity Exchange became almost cordial. But in 3 mid-1980s interview with historian Allan
Levine, Wally Madill of the Alberta Pool made clear that "here is @ basic difference in market
philosophy between Pools and the trade.... The Pools have always supported the Wheat Board
concept and sull do."' :

After 1985, the Canadian Wheat Board's job was made much more difficult by a world
wheat glut and the massive export subsidies provided by the EEC and by the United States
*export enhancement program.™® Despite this, the Board increased Canadw’s ~share of the
world market by 1.5 percentage points, 10 19.8%. "Canada has continued to increase its sales,”
said Charles Mayer, the minister responsible for the board in the new Conservative government,
" because it produces top-quality wheat, has-a worldwide geputation as 2 reliable supplier and
has buils up a network of personal relationshi around the wor}d. The problem is the...huge

Most priirie grain growers shared Mayer's frustration, but understood the need to
continue with Canada's traditiopal system of orderly wheat marketing. Farmer Bruce McGregor
of Chipman Alberta responded calmly 10 news that the Canadian Wheat Board's 1987 advance
payment would be 18% Jess than in 1986, and 40% less than in 1985. “I've gota lot of bitches,
but not a lot of answeis,” McGregor told a reporter; *The Yanks have a big enough treasury to
respond to the Buropeans. Wemn‘taffordbigmbsidimlikntheomu'scan.bmmcprogmms
we've got are good ones.*'7 .

-

4 revine, Tha Bxchange, 217.

A5 o) {ver Bertin, *U.§. policies bedevil Canadisn farmers,” Clobe&Mall, 22
December 1906, B1, 89. . :

106 yugh Wingor, "Parm dsbate Tuns on,* GlobeiMail, May 1 1907, Al-2.

7 matthew Fisher, "Prairie farmer won't blame Ottava for woes®, c:mm'-u. 22
April, 1987, M. :
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In Conclusion:

£ western debates about wheat marketing over the eight decades

An historical survey ©
since the first Canadian Wheat Board was cstablished suggests a purber of generalizations.

1. In its conception and its operation, the Canadian
response to grain marketing. It has been well adapied 1o the particular needs of prairie grain
growers, who must sell 75 per cent or more of their wheat crop in export markets. It has also
met the needs of Canadian governments vnable to provide the massive subsidies of Canada’s
competitor nations. .

2. Becanse of this, the Capadian Wheat Board has worked well from both a public policy
perspective, and from the point of view -of prairic grain growers. Marketing through the board
has bistorically beiped to smooth out the large scasocal and apnual fluctuations in international
wheat prices. Historians claim po predictive value for their work, but if history is any guide,
interpational whutprimwmconﬁmewoscmm from season to scason and from year 1o year.
The preseat outlook for wbeat is excellent, but only three years ago commentators suggested
that the western wheat cconomy Was permancntly doomed by overproduction and depressed
prices. The only thing that is predictable about the world wheat siouation is that &t is
unpredictable!
ing,” when the wheat board has lacked a rponopoly, have not worked

3. Periods of “dual markzung,
well, The crop years of 1935-6, 19389, 193940, 194041, 19412, and 1942-3 demonstrate

that when the wheat board lacks 3 monopoly, 2 “lose-lose” sicuation 15 created from a public
policy perspective. When wheat prices were Strong,

when wheat prices fell rapidly, the
gtownonﬂ\ePrahie.andunfedaﬂ

and the eventual sale price.
4. Historically, prairie bave been consistent and enthusiastic supporers of a monopoly
comp\nsoxyamdianmnouﬂ. Near-unanimous demapds from p

goducers
mw.mwmms.mmmmpou&mummwm1945.am
9.

extended the board's authority over cats and bariey in 194
. There is no evidence !hazmeexismofamonopoly Canadian Wheat Board has been
histocically disadvantageous 10 those prairie farmets w0 deliver w it. The historical

1% 1 histerisns® jargom,
creation, maintepance, and extensicn of the board.
of ths recent Report of the Western Grain Marketing Pansl (W ;
(*Developments in grain Marketing Bincs 1935.° 5-6) faile t©o secognize this agency

on the pare of prairie farmers.
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cvidence in fact suggests the opposite: the Wheat Board has been criticized by non-Westarners on
the grounds that it discriminates {n favour of prairie farmers, and against farmers in other

regions.

The social, political, and economic contexts in which the Canadian Wheat Board was
created have changed in the five decades since the Board assumed its monopoly form. But
despite these changes, the essential reasons which caused the Canadian government to create,
maintain, and periodically modify the monopoly Canadian Wheat Board, and the prairie grain
growet to support the Wheat Board, remain.

h’kh&m“ﬁ" - "~ August 14, 1996
Jotn Herd Thompson Moatres!, Quebec
Appendic_el: .

-~

1. The Evolution of the Mopopoly Canadian Wheat Board

2. 1930 cartoon supporting the idea of a “compulsory 100% Pool" - a monopoly Canadian
Wheat Board, .

-
>
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Appendix 1

The Evolution of the Monopoly Canadian Wheat Board

the entire 1919-1920 crop.

31 July 1919: The First Canadian Wheat Board was established to market 1
from prairie farmers, 18

The board was 2 striking success, but was terminated, ovet protests

August 1920.
1923: Unable to obraina compulsory monopoly government wheat board, prairie farmers organized
three provincial wheat pools o market the crop cooperatively. Betweea 1924 and 1930, the

pools market more than half the prairie crop.

1927-1931: A movement within the pools stterapted without success to create a 100% coﬁpulsoty
pool.”

1931-1934: A catastrophic decline in wheat
destroyed the wheat pools as marketing agencies.

McFarland to purchase wheat in an aticmpt to arrest

prices brought prairic agriculture 10 its kmees nd
Prime Minister R.B. Benactt appointed J.L.

the declins of prices.

1935: With the strong support of the wheat pools, Bennelt proposed the Canadian Grain Board Act,
y marketing board for coarse grains

which called for a permaneant federal goverument monopol :
as well as wheat. Pmuﬁomthepﬁmgxﬁumdecungemebouﬂloavolunm

Canadian Wheat Board. .

1935-1943: The Wheat Board and the open market co-cxisted, but the resulting dual marketing system
~ satisficd neither the federal government Bor preirie grain growers.

21 Septanberlw:Towmmwwnwdmpplksofgxﬁn,thﬁedculgwmmmdm
boardammpolytndnoppedmmrsmdingonu‘irmnipeg&ﬁnﬁmhmge.
federal

1945-1947: Withthe enthusiastic support of the vast majority of prairie producers,
governments contimsed the Wheat Board monopoly by ordec in council. In 1947, with near
unanimity, partiament extended the monopoly until 1950.

1949: At the insistence of prairie producers, oats and baricy were assigned to the Wheat Board.

regewed the Wheat Board monopoly in 1950, 1953, 1957 and
unanimous: Saskarchewan MP Ross Thatcher estimated that

1950-1962: A unanimous parliament
1962. Producers were equally
~99 percent of the farmers in the west...support the wheat board.”

28
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)67: Parliament, again unanimous and again with cnthusiastic pr
Board’s monopoly permancat.
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Appendix 2

i »compulsory 100%
artoon supporting the idea of 3 "c
}’ggg."c- a monOpggy Canadian Wheat Board.
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2.

John Herd Thompson

curriculum Vitae
February 1996

Personal
Born Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada, 18 September 1946.

citizensnip canadianj United States Permanent Resident
Married, twve children.

Languages: Englieh and French.

Academjc Positions

Professor oflnistory, puke University, 1990-
Professorlot History, McGill University, 1986-1590
visiting Professer, puke University, Autumn 1987, 19689-950
visiting Professor, Simon Fraser University, 1982-83.
Associate Professor of History, McGill University, 1977-85.
Assi;tant Professor of History. ¥cGlll University, 1975-77.

Lecturer in History, McGill Oniversity, 1971-75.

»

P
'

ucatio

Ph.D.. Qgeen's University, 1975.

A

M.A., University ot Manitoba, 1969,
B.A. Honours, Oniversity of Winnipeg, 1968.
Manitoba Public and Eecondary schools, 1952-1964.
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pp 97-117.

, "The Voice of Moderation:The Defeat of Prohibition in

reol
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a apd C : e Rura 860-1960 (in

collaboration with G.R.I. MacPherson of the University of

.' victoria), a comprehensive rural history of the cCanadian
Prairie West from the beginning of EBuropean agricultural

gettlement to the "great disjuncture* following World War II.

1 __ :
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other scholarly activities

The professional memberships which best define my academic
interests are those I hold in the canadian Historical Associa-
tion, the Association for canadian Studies in the United
states, the Agricultural History Society, the American
Historical Association and the Society for American Baseball
Research. I have been particularly active in the CHA, serving
on the Publications Committee from 1978 until 1983 and
chairing the Western History Group from 1978 until 1%80. I
wvae elected to the Council of the CHA in June 1952, and
served until August 1995.

4

I have referced scholarly articles for Acadiensis, the
American Review of Canad jan Studies, the canadian Historical
Reviev, CHA Historical FIPReIE, Forestsconservation History,
Histolre sociale/Social History, the Jourpal of Canadian
studies, Labour/le travail, Hanitoba History, ontario History, -
MM&W. Prairie Forum and
Social Problems. I have evaluated book manuscripts for the
University of Toronto Press, MceGill-Queen’s Press, Prentice-
Hall, the Capada Council and the Canadian Ssocial Science and
Bumanities Research Council’s Aid to Scholarly Publication
Program. I served terms. on the editorial boards of Histolre
gocjale/Social History, Labour/le travail, and The Journal of
the Hest, and am at present a member of the editorial boards

of The 'Lng;iggn Review of ~canadian studies, Ferest &
conseyxvation History, The Journal of the canadjan Historical
Association

’
and Saskatchewa eeball Review.

-~
~

Referees available .on request.

#Col
adLI/Ddyv €0SL B8SL CT9 YVd ST:0T IMd (€0/80/80



JE————— et

2. Pi m . (*)
The Heritage Minutes, 1988~
The Heritage Minutes are one-minute historical

microdramas broadcast on all Canadian television networks
and {n cinenas since March 1991. Support for the project
comes from the CRB Foundation and Canada Post; producers
are Patrick Watson and Robert-Guy Scully. I serve as
English-language historian to the project. My
contribution is made at all phases of production, from
conception through production. Fifty Heritage Minutes
bave been released to date. A VHS videocassette of the
Miputes is available on request.

origine:A History of Canada to 1BE7, 1987-88.

origins was a thirteen-episode historical documentary
produced by TV oOntario. I served as one of four
historical consultants on the project. ' ‘

6. s a ono _
Margaret McWilliams Medal, Manitoba Historical Society, 1968.
W.L. Morton Gold Medal, University of Manitoba, 1969.
canada Council lLeave Fellowshlp, 1977-8.

canadian Historical Association Regional History Prize for The
H e e A - f 1981-

Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council Leave Fellowship,
1584~5. )

H. Noel Fieldhouse Award Sfor Distingulehed Teaching, MoGill
University, 1985. :

Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council Grant in suppoxrt of

prairie-Rural History, 1986. )
Covernor-General’s Award finalist for Canada 1922-1939:Decades of
- DRiscord, 1986. '

James A. Jackeon Lecturer, University of Manitoba, March 1987

L.H. Thomae Distinguished Visitor, University of Alberta, October,
1992
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