Lakehead University

‘A Municipal Ownership Town’:
The Organization and Regulation of Urban Services in
Port Arthur, 1875-1914

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of Arts and Science

In the Candidacy For the Degree of
Master of Arts

Department of History

By
Steven C. High ©
Thunder Bay, Ontario
May 1, 1994



ProQuest Number: 10611406

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

Pro(Quest.
/ \

ProQuest 10611406
Published by ProQuest LLC (2017). Copyright of the Dissertation is held by the Author.

All rights reserved.
This work is protected against unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code
Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.

ProQuest LLC.

789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346

Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 - 1346



&% H National Library Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada

of Canada

Acquisitions and Direction des acquisitions et
Bibliographic Services Branch  des services bibliographiques
395 Wellington Street 395, rue Wellington

Ottawa, Ontario Ottawa (Ontario)

K1A ON4 K1A ON4

THE AUTHOR HAS GRANTED AN
IRREVOCABLE NON-EXCLUSIVE
LICENCE ALLOWING THE NATIONAL
LIBRARY OF CANADA TO
REPRODUCE, LOAN, DISTRIBUTE OR
SELL COPIES OF HIS/HER THESIS BY
ANY MEANS AND IN ANY FORM OR
FORMAT, MAKING THIS THESIS
AVAILABLE TO INTERESTED
PERSONS.

THE AUTHOR RETAINS OWNERSHIP
OF THE COPYRIGHT IN HIS/HER
THESIS. NEITHER THE THESIS NOR
SUBSTANTIAL EXTRACTS FROM IT
MAY BE PRINTED OR OTHERWISE
REPRODUCED WITHOUT HIS/HER
PERMISSION.

Your file Votre rétérence

Qur file  Notre rétérence

L'AUTEUR A ACCORDE UNE LICENCE
IRREVOCABLE ET NON EXCLUSIVE
PERMETTANT A LA BIBLIOTHEQUE
NATIONALE DU CANADA DE
REPRODUIRE, PRETER, DISTRIBUER
OU VENDRE DES COPIES DE SA
THESE DE QUELQUE MANIERE ET
SOUS QUELQUE FORME QUE CE SOIT
POUR METTRE DES EXEMPLAIRES DE
CETTE THESE A LA DISPOSITION DES
PERSONNE INTERESSEES.

L'AUTEUR CONSERVE LA PROPRIETE
DU DROIT D'AUTEUR QUI PROTEGE
SA THESE. NI LA THESE NI DES
EXTRAITS SUBSTANTIELS DE CELLE-
CI NE DOIVENT ETRE IMPRIMES OU
AUTREMENT REPRODUITS SANS SON
AUTORISATION.

ISBN 0-315-97046-4

Canadi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INEPOUCHION. ...ttt s na e e 1
1. The Basis of Municipal Enterprise.........cccooovvciiieiiiiicicr e 4
2. Municipal Administration and Finance.............ccccccovvvvviccieeeeeeennee, 52
3. The ‘Boodlers’ and the Failure of Private Enterprise.....113
4. The Emergence of Municipal Enterprise........ccccccceieeveieeneeeennenn. 150
5. Municipal Progress..........ccoeoee ettt se e steee e e e emseeaes 176
6. Municipal Enterprise in CriSiS.........cocviirieiieeeeeceeeeeeee e 204
CONCIUSION.......cuirrrerrrererresinresseseesese e ssesseasesesseasasse s sssesessessessasessensssensassassnsecas 238
ADPENAICES........oeeeeeeetetetcteeeeeeee e et i s sttt s ae b s beassesn s sesa s saen s sessaesesnens



INTRODUCTION

Municipal enterprise was an innovation born of necessity in the
hinterland regions of Europe and North America. In an era of rapid
industrial and population growth, urban governments struggled during the
late Victorian period to respond to enormous pressure to establish and
expand urban services. The nature of this reponse was determined
primarily by the ability of private enterprise to satisfy public demand for
running water, natural gas, electric generation, electric lights, a street
railway and telephone service. Consequently, the greatest manifestation
of municipal enterprise was in aspiring hinterland towns and cities where
private enterprise had failed to provide these urban services.

Port Arthur (a small frontier town at the ‘head’ of Lake Superior) was
a pioneer of municipal ownership in North America. While the scarcity of
finance capital in the region prevented utility entrepreneurs from
providing urban services, the sense of urgency generated by inter-urban
rivalry led to indirect municipal intervention (bonuses), and eventually to
municipal enterprise. This process was greatly facilitated by an
atmosphere of inter-class cooperation conducive to collective action, and
to public confidence in the municipal administration. A false dichotomy

has been created between the municipal ownership of urban services and



private enterprise because historical interpretation respecting utility
organization and regulation in large metropolitan cities have been applied
to all urban centres. This thesis reconsiders this assumption and
responds to several fundamental questions which have yet to be explored.
Why did Port Arthur pioneer municipal enterprise in North America? How
did the legal environment influence the scope of municipal activity? Was
the municipal administration controlled by a booster-orientated economic
elite? How did the municipal ownership of urban services differ from
private ownership?

| would like to acknowledge the many people whose valuable
assistance and encouragement enabled me to complete this Master's
thesis. Without the guidance of Dr. Patricia Jasen, completion of this
thesis would not have been possible. It was a pleasure to have had the
opportunity to work with Dr. Jasen--her dedication to the MA program
greatly facilitated the process of writing my thesis. Special appreciation
is also extended to Professor Victor Smith with whom | studied the
international context of the organization and regulation of urban services.
Our discussions inspired many of the ideas explored in the first two
chapters of this thesis. Valuable advice from Dr. Donald Davis at the

University of Ottawa with respect to the relationship between the legal



environment and municipal acitivity, and Dr. Thorold Tronrud (who was
also the second reader) regarding the effects of boosterism in Thunder Bay
greatly influenced my approach. | would also like to thank Dr. Gilbert
Stelter for agreeing to be my third reader. In the course of my research, |
was fortunate to have had the invaluable assistance from the archivists
and staff of the Thuﬁder Bay Archives (Jo-Anne Anderson, Richard
Hargraves, Maggie Lesparents, and Alex Ross), Thunder Bay Historical
Museum Society (Jeff Sumner), Lakehead University’s Northern Resource
Centre (Dennis Sawyer and Louise Wuorinen), Bell Telephone Archives
(France Jutras), Ontario Archives, Public Archives of Canada, and the
National Library. | would be remiss if | did not thank my comrades in the
History MA program at Lakehead University who made my studies in
Thunder Bay an extrordinarily enriching experience. David Black who acted
as a sounding board for my ideas (drawing my attention to the colourful
article in The Readér repeatedly cited in this thesis) especially
contributed to this work. Finally, | want to express gratitude to my
parents whose support and patience kept me going over the course of the

past year--this thesis is dedicated to you.



THE BASIS OF MUNICIPAL ENTERPRISE IN PORT ARTHUR

“When we take into consideration the fact that we are giving the people a
15 minute service, in our Town, to and through Fort William, in
comfortable cars, at a rate of fare as low as any in the Province, our
Electric Lights are equal to any found elsewhere, our schedule of rates is
as low as consistent with good service, our Telephone service is equal to
any in America, considering the population and extent of territory we
cover, it may be readily seen that the people of Port Arthur are enjoying
advantages that are the lot of but few municipalities...”

-James McTeigue, July 25, 1905

The extent of municipal ownership in Port Arthur prior to 1914 was
unequalled anywhere else in North America.! The municipality operated
its own street railway, electric lights, hydro-electric power development,
water and sewerage works, and a telephone exchange. Several of these
municipal franchises were important innovations which were
subsequently emulated by other municipalities in Canada and the United
States. While the completion of the Port Arthur Electric Street Railway
in 1892 was the first of its kind in the world, the inauguration of a
municipal telephone service in 1902 gave the town the first publicly
owned telephones on the continent.2 As a result, according to the
statistics provided by the Bureau of Labour, no other town or city in
Ontario invested more public capital, before 1911, into municipal

enterprise than Port Arthur when the waterworks franchise is excluded.3



Port Arthur distinguished itself from Fort William, the second most
active municipality in the province (in the field of municipal ownership),
by pioneering municipal enterprise. Fort William, on the other hand,
emulated its rival after the turn of the century.

Port Arthur's standing as a municipal ownership town was reflected by
the international attention the town received prior to 1914. The minutes
of the Port Arthur council reveal that municipal leaders were inundated by
inquiries from other municipalities, newspapers and curious individuals
from across the United States and Canada. These letters ranged from
university students interested in the operation of the street railway to
other municipalities contemplating municipalization. People also
travelled great distances in order to see Port Arthur’s municipal
enterprises in action. One such example was a Chicago-based

correspondent for The Reader who travelled to the Lakehead in 1907

because it was widely assumed that municipal ownership in the two cities
‘had reached its greatest development on the American continent.”4 J. O.
Curwood then went on to suggest that he saw municipal ownership
“flourishing as it flourishes no-where else” in North America.5 The
international attention Port Arthur received supports the contention that

no other municipality on the continent could match the scope of municipal



activity at the Lakehead, and of Port Arthur in particular.

This chapter investigates why an opportunity for municipal enterprise
existed in Port Arthur and how this might have differed from other towns
and cities. It will establish that an opportunity for municipal enterprise
to flourish resulted from three factors: an atmosphere of inter-class
cooperation, a collective sense of urgency generated by inter-urban
rivalry, and the failure of private enterprise to respond adequately to
public demands for urban services. The translation of this opportunity
into reality will be explored in chapter two, in which municipal

administration and finance are examined more closely.

Historiography

The rapid growth of urban centres during the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries placed tremendous pressure upon municipalities to
respond to demands for urban services. Canadian urban historians have,
over the past twenty years, published detailed studies on the organization
and regulation of utilities. With very few exceptions, these works have
focused upon large urban centres and have been usually limited to the
study of a single utility in isolation. As a consequence, the historiography

consists of works on streetcars in Toronto, Montreal, Winnipeg, Regina and



Edmonton; waterworks in Vancouver; lighting in Victoria; hydro-electric
power in Toronto, Montreal and Quebec City; and telephones in Kingston.
Only a handful of historians have attempted to investigate utility
organization and regulation on a larger scale.

One such study is Monopoly’s Moment by Christopher Armstrong and
H.V.Nelles, who sought out to analyze “the problems of technology
transfer, company promotion, industrial organization, and public choice in
regulation within a regional or local context.”®6 While this is clearly the
most significant work written in the field, the authors were obviously
hampered by the absence of research in all but the largest urban centres.
As a result, while the authors attempted to remain sensitive to the
regional or local context, the work concentrates primarily upon the
organization and regulation of utilities in Montreal and Toronto. This was
reflected by the focus of Armstrong and Nelles on the struggle between
private utility companies and the municipal governments of the two
cities, while they ignored, the absence of private utility companies in
most smaller urban centres. This illustrates the need for_ more research
into the organization and regulation of utilities in these‘smaller
hinterland towns and cities.

One of the few Canadian historians to explore the organization and



regulation of utilities within the boundaries of a single municipality is
Paul-Andre Linteau, whose comprehensive study of Maissoneuve, a working-
class suburb of Montreal, is in many respects the inspiration of this
thesis. Linteau illustrates how a set of local circumstances such as the
rate of population growth, the nature of economic development and the
cultural expectations of the population determined the physical growth of
the city and shaped the nature of utility organization and regulation.?
This recognition of the intimate relationship between the urban
environment and utility regulation is perhaps Linteau’s greatest
contribution to the field. In the case of Maissoneuve, Linteau identifies
four stages in land development and demonstrates how property relations
shaped the socio-economic development of the town. The land area of the
future urban centre was initially farmland before being unified into even
larger tracts by speculators as the potential for urban growth became
apparent. This land was subsequently “improved” by real estate
developers who subdivided the land and sold it to small and medium sized
landowners.8 Land development differed in Port Arthur due to its rugged
landscape. As a consequence, instead of farmers controlling the land base
during the initial phase of development, mining companies were involved.

The importance of property relations in the determination of social
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relations and the nature of municipal activity has been explored by British
historians. A recent study by Avner Offer, a British historian, explores
the relationship between the distribution of property and the nature of
social relations, economic activity and political power. According to
Offer, property relations represent the foundation of the urban centre and
determines how members of the community interact with one another.9
Offer defines property as “a bundle of rights, comprising claims
enforceable in law,” thus making property essentially a legal construct.10
Property relations in Great Britain contributed towards the emergence of
municipal enterprise, according to Offer, because property relations
alienated private capital from the urban interest. Large property owners
did everything within their power to minimize their property tax burden,
creating enemies, in the process, on the municipal council.11 The
character of social relations, economic activity, political power and, |
would hasten to add, the role of the municipality within the community,
were largely determined by property relations. The politics of property
must therefore be considered when dealing with the organization and
regulation of utilities.

Canadian urban historian, Thorold J Tronrud, has written extensively

about boosters and boosterism at the Lakehead prior to World War One. In
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Guardians of Progress, Tronrud makes a major contribution to the

understanding of property relations in the two towns when he observes
that “(l)and was developed in each community in similar but not identical
fashions.”12 The nature of ownership over the land base of the two
communities had already been determined by 1875 when the government
decided to locate the terminus of the transcontinental railway along the
Kaministiquia River. Residents of Prince Arthur's Landing (Port Arthur),
who had purchased much of the land up for auction in Port Arthur in 1872,
did not have as much influence with Ottawa politicians as had the handful
of speculators from outside the region who controlled the land base of
what would become Fort William (including the “town plot” in West Fort
William). These absentee landowners, Tronrud discovered, included such
prominent men as Featherston Osler, a future judge, and Conservatiye
Member of Parliament George Alexander Drew.13 The decision to locate
the terminus in West Fort William and the subsequent transfer of Canadian
Pacific Railway operations onto Hudson Bay Company land in the East End
ensured that the community of Fort William would develop distinctly
working-class sections of town. The physical growth of Port Arthur, on
the other hand, was much more densely concentrated as a result of local

land ownership and the physical barriers to urban sprawl including the hill
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to the west and McVicar's Creek to the north (see appendix I).

While Tronrud admits that property relations differed between Port
Arthur and Fort William, he does not consider whether this may have
produced distinctive social relations as well. The potential impact of the
domination of absentee landlords to social relations and municipal
governance was explored by Melvin Baker in his study of property relations
in St. John’s, Newfoundland. Baker found that absentee landlords, who
controlled the land base of the city, obstructed the expansion of municipal
activity, with the help of their local agents, in order to discourage
increased taxation.1'4 In due course, the relationship between local
tenants and landowners, who were based in Great Britain, was
characterized by bitter conflict. The absentee landowners were
successful, however, in forcing the municipality to franchise out to
private enterprise the provision of urban services.15

There is some evidence which indicates that absentee landowners in
Port Arthur and Fort William likewise attempted to constrain the activity
of the two municipalities. For example, an editorial in the Daily Sentinel
observed in 1883 that absentee landlords had tried unsuccessfully to
block the incorporation of Port Arthur into a town.16 The preponderance of

absentee landowners in Fort William would suggest, however, that the
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constraining effect was much more pronounced in that community. It
seems likely, then, that the differing property relations at the Lakehead
acted to constrain municipal enterprise in Fort William, at least before
the turn of the century, while the local landownership in Port Arthur may
have acted to facilitate municipal activity. | base this suggestion on the
possibility that local landowners were swayed by the sense of urgency
generated by inter-urban rivalry and were therefore more willing to risk
municipal enterprise.

In addition to property relations, British historians have recognized
the profound importance of socio-economic factors in the evolution of
municipal government. Several of them have argued the impossibility of
drawing sweeping concilusions about the nature of this experience, which
varied enormously from city to city. This obstacle was overcome by Asa
Briggs who found that the nature of economic growth in an urban centre
determined class relations and consequently shaped the scope of
municipal activity. The response to industrialization therefore varied
between the five cities chosen by Briggs in his Victorian Cities. A brief
comparison between two of these, Manchester and Birmingham, illustrates
this point fully and contributes to a broader understanding of the nature of

the urban environment in Port Arthur prior to 1914.
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The giant cotton mills of Manchester dominated that city’s economy
and resulted in the existence of a relatively small middle-class and an
enormous working-class. Inter-class relations in Manchester were
characterized by the alienation and conflict inherent in the large
industrial workplaces of this era. The middle-class stubbornly clung on to
laissez-faire liberalism while working people turned to radical working-
class movements. In this polarized atmosphere, it was hardly surprising
that the municipal government remained largely inconsequential.'?7 The
“class imprint,” as Briggs so aptly phrases it, on Manchester was entirely
different than that which existed in Birmingham during the mid-
nineteenth century.

Birmingham was a city of small workplaces and a large skilled
workforce. Inter-class cooperation was fostered by the non-conformist
faith of the middle class who channelled their religious fervour into the
“civic gospel.”18 The civic gospel was characterized by a conception of
community wherein the municipal government was expected to respond to
the problems associated with urban life. Under the dynamic leadership of
Joseph Chamberlain and the Birmingham Liberal Association, the
municipality undertook an ambitious program of local improvement and

municipal enterprise which earned the city a world-wide reputation for
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good government. Briggs establishes that a connection existed between
class relations and the nature of municipal activity. In an atmosphere of
class conflict Manchester's municipal government was unable to overcome
the sense of alienation in the community to respond effectively to the
problems of rapid urban growth and industrialization, while in
Birmingham, a remarkable degree of inter-class cooperation acted to
facilitate the development of municipal enterprise. It is therefore not
altogether an exaggeration when Briggs observes that, had Frederick
Engels chosen to live in Birmingham instead of Manchester, Marxism may
have evolved somewhat differently.

These secondary sources clearly establish a close relationship between
the nature of the urban environment of a particular city and the scope of
municipal activity. It would appear that class conflict worked to impede
the emergence of municipal enterprise while inter-class cooperation
acted to facilitate it. Property relations and the nature of economic
growth are identified by t‘hese historians as the most significant factors
in the determination of social relations. The conflict or cooperation
which characterized social relations would inevitably be reflected in the
operation of the municipal government and shape the ways in which

different social classes perceived their municipal government and its role
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within the community. It is therefore essential that the nature of the
urban environment in Port Arthur be established in order to comprehend

why municipal ownership took hold, to the degree it did, prior to 1914,

An Atmosphere of Inter-Class Cooperation in Port Arthur

The historical literature has suffered from a marked tendency to treat
Port Arthur and Fort William as though they were one “Lakehead”
community. This has resulted in misieading and often inaccurate
generalizations by a succession of historians which have distorted the
nature of socio-economic relations in Port Arthur. In order to disentangle
this research | will explore social relations in Fort William as well as
Port Arthur, but will conclude that the urban environment of Port Arthur,
similar to that of Birmingham, created an atmosphere of inter-class
cooperation conducive to municipal enterprise.

Firstly, the myth of “community and conflict” created by Jean
Morrison must be dispelled. According to Morrison, the relationship
between the working and middle classes “changed from one of amity in
1903 to one of hostility in 1913.”"19 This interpretation depends almost
exclusively upon newspaper accounts of labour disputes during this period.

In investigating the labour disputes, she treats the Lakehead as though it
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were a single homogeneous community, and mistakes a deterioration of
inter-class relations with distinctive sets of social relations in Port
Arthur and Fort William. Whereas social relations in Fort William were
characterized by class conflict throughout this period, | would argue that
a remarkable degree of inter-class cooperation existed in Port Arthur.
Secondly, Morrison argued that the response of workers to the growing
conflict at the Lakehead was determined by the ethnic background of the
strikers as expressed during the various labour disputes between 1903
and 1913. She suggests that the nature of these responses was
transplanted with the immigrants to the Lakehead. As a consequence,
ltalian and Greek immigrants responded with violence , workers of British
origin formed trade unions, and Finnish immigrants turned to socialism.20
While | do not discount altogether that old world traditions helped shape
social relations at the Lakehead, in suggesting this, however, Morrison has
resorted to stereotypical assumptions to bolster her case. Had she taken
account of the urban environment in Fort William and Port Arthur during
this period, she might have reconsidered some of her observations.

Strikes and lockouts were much more frequent in Fort William than
they were in Port Arthur between 1900 and 1914. The nature of the

strikes also differed between the two urban centres as Port Arthur
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strikers were overwhelmingly non-industrial unlike their Fort William
counterparts. The second appendix indicates that between 1900 and 1914
(earlier records were not compiled by the federal government) there were
at least thirty-three strikes or lockouts, twenty of which were located
exclusively in Fort William, five extended to both cities and only eight
were located in Port Arthur.2t Nearly fifty percent of the strikes
exclusive to or extending into Port Arthur involved the operations of the
Canadian Northern Railway. The remainder involved strikes of carpenters,
painters and plumbers, construction labourers, street railway motormen
and conductors thus indicating the non-industrial character of Port
Arthur's economy. The strike data indicates a much greater level of
industrial conflict in Fort William where at least eight strikes involved
the Canadian Pacific Railway, and others extended to carpenters,
plumbers, painters, moulders, iron workers, machinists, dock labourers,
boilermakers, grain elevator workers, factory workers and municipal
employees. This evidence suggests not only that labour conflict was much
more pronounced in Fort William than Port Arthur, but that, the strikes in
Port Arthur involved essentially non-industrial workers.

The scale of these strikes also differed considerably between Port

Arthur and Fort William. The labour disputes which occurred in Fort
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William, as far as | could determine, involved larger numbers of strikers
then the corresponding strikes in Port Arthur. Among the ten Fort William
strikes where the number of strikers was identified, three involved more
than four hundred workers, four others involved from one hundred to four
hundred strikers, and three were small disputes involving less than one
hundred people. In comparison, all five of the strikes identitied in Port
Arthur involved less than three hundred strikers. When the total number
of strikers involved in labour disputes is considered, Fort William
accounted for three-quarters. The average number of strikers in any given
dispute involved 350.3 in Fort William, 225 in strikes extending to both
cities, and 207.2 in Port Arthur. The workplace in Port Arthur was
therefore smaller, on average, than that of Fort William. When the number
of strikers is broken down into occupational groups, railway workers
represented over seventy-five percent of the total number in both
communities. The composition of the remainder reveals significant
differences, however, between Port Arthur and Fort William.22 The
importance of the industrial sector in Fort William and the building trades
in Port Arthur suggests class relations in the two towns differed
substantially.

The nature of the labour disputes strongly suggests that violence was
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not an expression of ethnic background, but rather the product of class
relations in Fort William. The proportion of strikes ending in success for
the workers was much higher in Port Arthur than in Fort William,
indicating a lower level of conflict between employers and their
employees. This may have been the result of greater employer hostility to
the demands of the strikers in that city. The 1910 carpenters’ strike
serves as a convenient example of this distinction. Striking for an
increase in the minimum wage paid to carpenters and for the ten hour
work day, Port Arthur contractors settled with the strikers long before
their Fort William counterparts were forced back to the negotiating
table.23 The expressed reasons for the strikes also differed as they
centred on demands for wage increases, shorter working hours, and
reinstatement of union members in Port Arthur, whereas strikes in Fort
William also broke out over the failure of the employer to recognize the
union, the employer’s insistence on an open shop, questionable
timekeeping practices, the appointment of out-of-town managers in lieu
of local people, and the breach of the municipality’s fair wage clause.(See
Table 1) The only lockout at the Lakehead also occurred in Fort William
when the structural iron workers employed by the Canadian Bridge

Company based in Walkerville Ontario were prevented from working in
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1909, and replaced by strike breakers imported from the United States and
Eastern Canada, due to outstanding grievances over working conditions,

wages and union recognition.24

Table |

The Nature of Labour Disputes at the Lakehead, 1903-1913 .
Reason For Strike Lakehead Port Arthur Fort William ;
Wages 3 2 6 ’
Union Recognition 0 0 1
Lockout 0 o 1
Open Shop 0 0 1
Union Discrimination 1 2 0
Working Conditions 0 2 0
Fair Wage Clause 0 0 1
Managerial Appointment 0 0 1
Timekeeping 0 0 1
Unknown 1 1 7
TOTAL 5 8 19

All of the outbreaks of strike related violence which Morrison identifies
in her article were, with only one exception, confined to the Fort William
Coal Docks area. The exception was during the Port Arthur Coal Handlers
Strike of 1912 when a picket Iing scuffle got out of hand and a worker of
Italian origin was shot. This single incident of violence in Port Arthur
was in no way comparable to the large-scale riots which broke out in Fort
William during the freight handlers strikes of 1907, and 1909 and during
the street railway strike in 1913. In the case of the later, a mob

overturned and smashed up a streetcar and then proceeded to storm a
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police station in the vain attempt to free an arrested colleague.25 The
reaction of the mainly Port Arthur striking motormen and conductors (as
expressed in the Daily News) who condemned the violence in Fort William
and called on citizens to peacefully apply pressure on the municipalities
reveals a greater willingness on the part of Port Arthur working people to
play by the rules. The only community which appeared to be in conflict
was Fort William, and the strike-related violence probably had more to do
with the antagonistic social relations of that city then with the ethnic
background of the strikers.

The strike data suggests that the economic functions of Port Arthur
and Fort William differed prior to 1914, resulting in distinctive class
imprints, as Asa Briggs found in Victorian cities in Britain. Economist,
Livio Di Matteo has written extensively about the wheat boom era at the
Lakehead between 1900 and 1914.26 In adopting the staples theory, Di
Matteo indicates that the economic development of the Lakehead centred
on its role as a trans-shipment point for the east-west trading axis
inaugurated by the National Policy of Sir John A. MacDonald. The
exploitation of the region’s natural resources also figured highly in the
economic development of the Lakehead.27 The failure to distinguish

between the economic development of Port Arthur and Fort William
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distorts these observations, to some degree, as the two towns developed
specialized economic functions.

The economies in Port Arthur and Fort William evolved quite
differently. While Fort William acted as a major trans-shipment point,
first for the North West Company, then for the Hudson’s Bay Company and
subsequently for the Canadian Pacific Railway, Port Arthur acted as the
commercial and administrative centre for the mining and lumber camps
north and west of the Lakehead. As a result, Fort William was much more
dependent upon large companies based outside the region. In his study of
frontier social structure at the Lakehead as revealed in the censuses of
1871 and 1881, Thorold J Tronrud makes a rare distinction between the
two communities. He describes Fort William as “almost egalitarian”
because the social structure consisted of an immense lower strata and
“an upper class of government officials, Hudson’s Bay Company managers,
and Catholic clergy imposed upon it from outside.”28 Conversely, Port
Arthur is portrayed as a more hierarchical environment as it “had a
larger, more entrenched elite of professionals and men of commerce...”29
This description of the social structure of these two frontier towns
confirm my hypothesis that Port Arthur was primarily a non-industrial

centre. Even after the turn of the century, industrialization in Port Arthur
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lagged behind Fort William due to a critical shortage of electricity in Port
Arthur between 1906 and 1910.

The consumption of electricity can be used as an accurate guide to the
nature of Port Arthurs economy prior to 1914. Using the consumption
figures for the Electrical Department of the City of Port Arthur for 1913
we can investigate the degree of industrialization at the end of the period
under review.30 This can be assumed to be an accurate reflection because
industry required electric power and, with the exception of a steam power
plant which met the needs of the Canadian Northern Railway, the city
provided all of the electricity for Port Arthur power consumers. The data
indicates that in 1913 there were only eight customers which required in
excess of one hundred horse power, including three city departments,
three grain elevators, the dry dock and a hotel. The non-industrial nature
of Port Arthur is even more clearly established when the total of 6489 HP
consumed by customers of more than a single horse power is proportioned
to the various economic sectors. The single Iargeét consumer of
electricity was the municipality itself which required 3740 HP, or 57.6%
of the total electrical output. These figures illustrate the importance of
municipal enterprise to the community. This was followed by grain

elevators which consumed 1804 HP, or 27.8%, commercial and industrial
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enterprises which required 1074 HP or 16.6%, and finally, an assortment
of hotels, churches and newspaper offices which consumed the remaining
1.9% or 123 HP. These figures indicate that there was relatively little
industrial activity in Port Arthur during 1913 and that the municipality
was the single largest consumer of electricity. Unfortunately, similar
figures are unavailable for Fort William during the same time period; the
municipality in Fort William likely trailed the grain elevators and
industry as consumers of electrical power.

The census figures for Port Arthur and Fort William indicate that the
religious and ethnic background of the residents of the two towns differed
substantially prior to 1914. Until the turn of the century nearly three of
every four residents of Port Arthur were of British origin.31 The non-
British population consisted of French, Finns, Germans, and. ltalians
respectively. The proportion of the population in Fort William of British
origin was somewhat smaller and the ethnic minorities included French,
Amerindians, Ruthenians, ltalians, Finns, Germans and Scandinavians.
Over the course of the next ten years, however, an influx of new
immigrants resulted in the rapid growth of the non-British population.
According to the 1911 census, 62.4 percent of the residents were of

British origin, 12.7 percent were Finns, and the remainder included people
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of French, Polish, italian, Scandinavian and German origin. In Fort
William, on the other hand, 59.1 percent of the population were of British
origin, the Ruthenian population represented 14.7 percent of the
population and the remainder included, in order of importance, French,
ltalians, Finns, Germans and Scandinavians.

The character of immigration exaggerated class conflict in Fort
William, while it acted to bridge class differences in Port Arthur.
Canada’s immigration policy was based on a racial hierarchy, according to
Donald Avery; British and Northern European immigrants had “preferred”
status, followed by the French, East Europeans, South Europeans, and
finally, at the bottom of the list, were non-white immigrants.32 The
nature of this policy reflected the xenophobia of the Anglo-Saxon middle
class. As a result, inter-class relations in Fort William and Port Arthur
were profoundly influenced by ethnicity. As an important trans-shipment
point and industrial centre, Fort William attracted a large pool of
unskilled labour from so-calied ‘non-preferred’ nationalities. Their
presence exaggerated class conflict by accentuating the cultural
differences between the working and middle classes. The ethnic mosaic in
Port Arthur, on the other hand, acted to bridge potentially divisive class

differences because the proportion of immigrants who were not from
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either Great Britain or Northern Europe was much smaller. This was
demonstrated by the 1911 census which indicated that 25.9 percent of the
population of Fort William claimed ethnicity of a non-preferred status;
non-preferred immigrants comprised only 12.6 percent in Port Arthur. The
absence of large employers of unskilled workers in Port Arthur resulted in
a community where ethnicity and the Protestant religion united the social
classes.

The religious convictions of the inhabitants contributed to an
atmosphere of cooperation in Port Arthur much more than in Fort William.
In his Masters Thesis on the Protestant reaction to non-British
immigration to the Lakehead, Marvin MacDonald illustrates that a much
greater degree of inter-religious cooperation existed in Port Arthur during
this period. MacDonald cited several examples of how Baptist,
Presbyterian and Church of England congregations in Port Arthur reached
out to the Scandinavian community. While the Baptists sent the Reverend
Fred Palmberg to preach among the large number of Finns and Swedes who
settled in the town, the Church of England went so far as to sponsor the
construction of St. Ansgarius Church in April 1910.338 The Reverend S.C.
Murray, the Presbyterian Minister of St. Paul's, was “keenly interested in

the social problems at the Lakehead, in labour struggles, in civic
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responsibility...” and was largely responsible for a close relationship
between the Presbyterian and Evangelical Lutheran Churches.34 The
congregation at St Paul’s, in an expression of inter-denominational
cooperation, subsidized the activity of the Lutherans by donating four
dollars per week. St. Paul’'s was the centre of social gospel activity at
the Lakehead after the turn of the century through the activity of the
Brotherhood which allowed working and middle class men to work
together on a campaign against municipal corruption.35 The memoirs of
the Reverend Murray reveal that he had emigrated directly from
Birmingham, England, where he was undoubtedly influenced by the “civic
gospel,” which may account for his keen appreciation for inter-class
cooperation in Port Arthur.3¢ MacDonald observes that the social gospel
did not take hold in Fort William until much later, as Presbyterians in that
city were primarily attracted instead to evangelicalism. The greater
degree of religious cooperation suggests that the middle class in Port
Arthur were more inclined to inter-class cooperation then their Fort
William counterparts.

The physical environment fostered inter-class cooperation in Port
Arthur and class conflict in Fort William. Tronrud is mistaken when he

suggests that the working-class at the Lakehead “lived a segregated
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existence--residentially separated into squalid ‘foreign quarters’...”37 The
Finnish and Italian immigrant enclaves in Port Arthur were not physically
segregated from the rest of the town, as were the working-class ghettos
of Fort William. In fact, Jean Morrison observed that relatively speaking
working people were much more dispersed throughout Port Arthur.38 This
was possible because of the virtual absence of large employers (until
after the turn of the century) which would have obligated working people
to live in close proximity to their place of employment and created
segregated working-class neighbourhoods. It was only after the turn of
the century that a handful of large employers such as the Canadian
Northern Railway, the Pigeon River Lumber Company, and a dry dock were
located in Port Arthur. The existence of a street railway in the town
prevented the creation of segregated working class areas. The high
density of the town also facilitated inter-class contact. As Bryce M.
Stewart observed in his social survey of Port Arthur in 1913, twelve
thousand of the sixteen thousand residents of the town lived just below
the hill.3¢ Even this level of dispersal beyond the confines of the area
south of McVicar's Creek, North of John Street and East of the Hill was
only possible after 1910 when the electric street railway was finally

extended up the hill and a belt line built north of the creek. The physical
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growth of the city promoted by these extensions inextricably altered
social relations, as the middle class gradually migrated out of the
downtown core. Inter-class relations in Port Arthur, at least until the
outbreak of World War 1, reflected the degree of cooperation possible in a
small, non-industrial, frontier community. If class “is a relationship, and
not a thing” as E.P.Thompson argues, the daily contact between people of
all walks of life in Port Arthur may very well have created a sense of
community which bridged socio-economic status.40 The provision of
municipal services would have been perceived by the working-class in a
better light as waterworks, sewers, street lighting and telephones were
not confined to exclusively middle class areas of the city as they were in
Fort William. The urban environment facilitated municipal enterprise
because inter-class cooperation, like in Birmingham, created an

environment conducive to collective action.

Inter-Urban Rivalry

The connection bétween rivalry and the nature of state intervention
has been explored by Hugh G.J. Aitken, who argued in the 1960s that the
perceived threat of American expansionism created a sense of urgency

which led the federal government to escalate its intervention in the
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economy. This interpretation has since received widespread acceptance
among Canadian historians when applied to the emergence of the National
Policy.4t The rivalry between the United States of America and the
fledgling Dominion of Canada for control of the West forced the Canadian
government to advocate an aggressive policy which would people the
Western plains, build a transcontinental railway and promote industrial
growth through tariff protection. This international rivalry certainly had
an important affect on the growth of urban centres and on public
ownership. Robert Babcock’s comparative study of Portland, Maine and
Saint John, New Brunswick illustrates how this rivalry contributed
towards state intervention.42. Urban historians have adapted Aitken’s
approach in order to study the impact of inter-urban rivalry, commonly
referred to as “boosterism”. A handful of urban historians, in turn, have
suggested that boosterism was the genesis of municipal enterprise.

Alan F.J. Artibise imported the concept of boosterism from the United
States where American historian Richard Wade had developed it.
Boosterism is defined by Artibise as a philosophy of growth shared by the
commercial classes of prairie towns and cities.43 “Urban boosterism,”
observes Artibise,

was something more than a compendium of super salesmanship or
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mindless rhetoric, and something less than a precise ideology. It
was a broad, general conception that had as its central theme the
need for growth, the idea that for a city to become ‘better it had to
become bigger44

Artibise argues that boosterism was a product of the Prairie experience.
However in his investigation of the ‘Metropoliian Thesis’, Donald Davis
dismisses boosterism as the expression of “incipient western separatism,
at least among historians.”45 He also believes that booster historians
have fallen into the trap of celebrating urban elites and their inter-urban
struggles. “One would not expect scholars,” Davis observes scorﬁfully,
“who spent their days reading promotional literature churned out by ever-
optimistic town boosters to evolve a pessimistic view of the world.”46
This is an important word of caution to historians interested in exploring
the booster phenomenon.

Historians of boosterism have focused almost entirely upon the
bonusing of private enterprise through cash grants, loan guarantees, tax
exemptions and various other means, while ignoring almost altogether the
direct intervention of the municipality through municipal enterprise.
Artibise and Linteau admit as much in their comprehensive review of
urban historiography when they suggested that municipal administration

and enterprise “has not received the attention it deserves from urban
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historians.”47 The absence of research into municipal enterprise has
prevented historians from recognizing the possibility that municipal
bonusing of private enterprise and municipal enterprise were two possible
instruments available to the booster. One of the few urban historians to
investigate the relationship between boosterism and municipal enterprise
has been John C. Weaver, who suggests that boosters understood at the
turn of the century the relationship between municipal enterprise and
industrial growth.48 Inter-urban rivalry was therefore responsible for the
creation of an atmosphere conducive to risk-taking and innovation.
Municipal enterprise was one such innovation.

A theory of inter-urban rivalry has been frequently applied to the
Lakehead in order to explain economic and urban growth. Elizabeth Arthur
was the first historian to make the connection between this particularly
intensive rivalry and the formation of a municipal street railway in
1892.49 Arthur believed that the rivalry between the two urban centres
was unique, in Canada, due to their close proximity to one another. Since
this early research, Thorold Tronrud has published extensively on boosters
and boosterism at the Lakehead. Tronrud discovered that the intensity of
inter-urban rivalry was such that almost every private enterprise in the

area prior to 1914 received some form of public financing. He estimates
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that between 1885 and 1914 the two municipalities together paid out two
million four hundred thousand dollars in bonuses, representing twelve
times the expenditure of the average for Southern Ontario cities during
the same period.50 Even though boosterism was a by-product of the inter-
urban rivalry between the two cities, Tronrud makes no apparent
distinction between boosters and boosterism in Port Arthur and Fort
William, whereas a comparative analysis between the two towns might
capture the overwhelming sense of urgency which produced much of the
excesses that Tronrud illustrates.

Boosterism has been portrayed as a destructive force by Tronrud, who
argues that boosterism failed, at enormous expense, to promote what it
set out to achieve, namely industrial growth. While | tend to agree that
boosterism failed, in large part, to influence urban and industrial growth,
| would suggest, that boosterism contributed to the emergence of
municipal enterprise in frontier towns like Port Arthur. Municipal leaders
and ratepayers were more willing to experiment with municipal
enterprise because of the profound sense of urgency generated by inter-
urban rivalry and the empowering effect of booster rhetoric. The citizens
of Port Arthur convinced themselves that they could overcome all barriers

to their dream of greatness for their city, alternately described as the
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“Chicago of the North”, the “Geneva of Canada”, and perhaps most

accurately of all, the “Birmingham of Canada.”

The Failure of Private Enterprise

The development of the staples economy in Canada, according to Harold
Innis, required state intervention in order to overcome what he considered
the economic backwardness of the country.51 Although Innis only applies
this theory to the actions of the federal government, it proves even more
applicable when applied to urban centres. As a result of the fixation of
urban historians with metropolitan centres or regional exclusiveness, the
relationship between the availability of finance capital and the nature of
utility organization and regulation has never been fully explored. Instead,
John Baldwin, an economist with the now defunct Economic Council of
Canada, has assumed that public and private capital were mutually
antagonistic. In so doing, Baldwin portrays public ownership as the
product of an “opportunistic” state unconstrained by the kind of
constitutional guarantees for private property that existed in the United
States.52 One of the first historians to grasp the connection between the
degree of finance capital available to entrepreneurs and the emergence of

municipal enterprises was John C. Weaver. “Public ownership caught
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hold,” he observed, “where private enterprise could not be secure,
retained, or where its lack of expansionist zeal frustrated important civic
interests.”53 The scarcity of finance capital often combined with a sense
of urgency created by inter-urban rivalry to create an opportunity for
municipal enterprise.

The study of the relationship between finance availability and
economic growth was the focus of James D. Frost’s article which explored
the workings of the Bank of Nova Scotia. He found that the bank inhibited
economic growth in the Maritimes, as deposited monies were regularly
invested outside the region in order to maximize the return.54 In their
comparative study of hydro-electric power development in and around
Toronto and Montreal, Armstrong and Nelles discovered that in Toronto’s
case the “capital market was not apparently large enough and impersonal
enough to underwrite competing hydro-electric promotions” énd thereby
resulted in monopoly control.55 Surely if capitalists were unable, or
unwilling, to promote more than one hydro-electric project in a city the
size of Toronto, there was little chance that smaller towns and cities like
Port Arthur could do any better without substantial outside investment.
This was particularly true for such capital intensive utilities as street

railways, waterworks, electric lights, and hydro-electric power.
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American and British historians have placed far more importance on
the availability of finance capital than has so far been the case in Canada.
Did financial institutions contribute directly towards industrialization?
How did the scarcity of finance capital affect economic growth? What
was the role of the state in banking? These are some of the substantive
questions Rondo Cameron explores in his study of the relationship between
banking and industrialization in Europe. While bankers were supposed to
lend, in theory, only on a short-term basis, Cameron found that, in most
European countries, banking facilitated industrial growth through the
provision of long-term loans. Competition between Scottish banks, for
example, resulted in tremendous economic growth as finance capital was
freed up and put at the disposal of entrepreneurs.56 However, Cameron
argues that when the state chose to intervene in order to control banking,
as was the case in France, economic growth was retarded due to the
resulting scarcity of finance capital.57 The existence of an unsatisfied
demand for capital financing sometimes resulted, as was the case in
Russia, in the emergence of such non-traditional financial institutions as
municipal banks and mutual credit societies.

The United States, in comparison, adopted a “free banking” model due

to the exaggerated demand for finance capital. American historian Brand
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Hammond establishes that while banking practices varied from state to
state, the adoption of free banking by Michigan in 1837 and New York in
the following year resulted in a free-for-all as banks opened their doors
without regard for the stability of the concern.58 While the new policy
seemed to work reasonably well in New York, it proved disastrous for
Michigan and other mid-western states. Somewhat ironically, it was the
scarcity of finance capital, which was the reason why free banking was
adopted in the first place, which caused the collapse of dozens of these
unincorporated banks. The Canadian banking system, on the other hand,
was a model of conservative management according to Hammond. Canadian
bankers even preferred the security of incorporation after a free banking
law was adopted in 1870 than the uncertainty of cut-throat competition.
Only a mere handful of private banks were therefore organized under the
Act.

Assuming Hammond to be correct, the opening of two private banks in
Port Arthur during the 1880’s indicate that the scarcity of finance capital
was such that citizens were willing to take a greater risk than their
Southern Ontario counterparts. The appearance of the Ray, Street and
Company and the British-American Bank indicate that the demand for

credit was greater than that which the branch of the Ontario Bank, the
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only incorporated bank in the area, was willing or able to satisfy.59
Ambitious local entrepreneurs were obviously unable to acquire what they
considered to be adequate financing from the Ontario Bank, at least during
the early years. The distance of the branch from its head office in Toronto
would certainly have contributed to this scarcity. The relatively
insignificant deposits and securities of these local financial institutions
would certainly have limited their ability to lend out large sums of money
and prevented them from providing long-term loans. The rapid
disappearance of the British-American Bank and the failure of Ray, Street
and Company during the real estate collapse of 1913 illustrate the kind of
drawbacks associated with private banking in hinterland areas.

While banks were probably the most obvious potential source of
finance capital to entrepreneurs, insurance companies represented an
important alternative in many places, but not in Port Arthur. Insurance
companies were second only to banks as a source of finance capital for
American entrepreneurs, according to Philip L. Merkel. Unlike banks,
however, Merkel discovered that insurance companies were extremely
centralized institutions, which made it difficult for entrepreneurs outside
the major financial centres to access the immense wealth of some of

these companies.60 A survey of the annual reports of the Bureau of
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Insurance Companies of the Ontario government indicates that not a single
insurance company was based in Northwestern Ontario prior to World War
One. Advertisements in Port Arthur newspapers suggest that premiums
paid for fire and life insurance went to companies based in Southern
Ontario, Great Britain and the United States. In any case, it was not until
1899 that security restrictions on life insurance companies were lifted
thereby freeing up millions of dollars for investment.61 |t does not
appear, however, that the Lakehead benefitted much from this change, as |
could only find one case where a substantial loan was made by an
insurance company to finance a scheme in the area. The exception was a
promised one hundred thousand dollar loan to Edward S. Jenison in 1900 to
finance his scheme to harness the waterpower of the Kaministiquia
River.62 Jenison’s scheme ironically failed to materialize, partially
because of inadequate financing. Consequently, instead of providing a
source of finance capital to Port Arthur entrepreneurs, insurance
companies exaggerated the scarcity of finance capital by siphoning money
out of the region through premiums.

The potential sources of capital financing in large urban centres such
as Toronto far outnumbered those in small frontier communities like Port

Arthur, thereby contributing to the failure of private enterprise to
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respond to demands for urban services. A private utility entrepreneur in
Toronto, at the turn of the century, could expect to raise capital financing
from any number of banks, insurance companies, investment banks, and
capitalists within what remained a close-knit business community. The
Toronto based promoter had the added advantage of extensive personal
contacts. These opened doors that were otherwise closed to those from
the outside. The Port Arthur entrepreneur was, in comparison, isolated
from the major sources of finance capital, as there were only a handful of
‘banks, no insurance companies, no investment banks and few indigenous
capitalists in any position to invest large sums of their own money into a
private utility company. The failure of the Port Arthur Water, Light and
Power Company to fulfil its promise to build a waterworks, a hydro-
electric project and an extensive system of electric lights during the late
1880s and early 1890s attests to the obstacles Port Arthur utility
entrepreneurs faced.

Utility companies based outside Northwestern Ontario, with the
exception of the Canadian Northern Railway and the Bell Telephone
Company, were not interested or incapable of locating in Port Arthur prior
to 1914. This is hardly surpising for, as business historian Douglas

McCalla has established, business organizations were relatively small
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during this period.
It was a world of growing specialization and complexity of business
institutions and, increasingly, an urban business world in which
fewer and larger centres dominated in most areas of economic
activity. But not until virtually the end of the period, in 1914, could
the modern bureaucratic, multi-branch, multi-product company be
said in any sense to have typified Canadian business.63
It was therefore the exceptional case where a company based in the United
States or Eastern Canada could consider providing urban services in the
region. The Bell Telephone Company was able to exploit its patent
licences, its control of long-distance telephone lines, and its sheer size
to buy out or eliminate local rivals. Important studies of Bell Telephone
operations in the United States and Canada by Gerald Brock and Graham
Taylor have established that the company set out to to maximize profits.
This resulted in anger and frustration in many places, including the
Lakehead, and ultimately, in the organization of municipal telephone
exchanges in Port Arthur, Fort William and Kenora. In more ways then one,
the organization and regulation of telephones in Port Arthur proved an
exception to much of what has been discussed in this chapter because a
private company did, in fact, establish itself. The basis of municipal

ownership in this field, at least, resembles patterns of utility

organization and regulation in Toronto or Montreal.
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A direct correlation between the scarcity of finance capital and the
emergence of municipal enterprise is established by statistics compiled
by the Ontario Bureau of Labour which suggest small hinterland cities
were far more inclined to experiment with municipal enterprise than large
urban centres before 1911.(See Table Il) As the table indicates, when
waterworks are excluded from the calculations, the top five municipal
ownership towns, as reflected by the capital invested in municipal
enterprise, were in order of importance, Port Arthur, Fort William, Guelph,
Kenora and Berlin. These communities share three things in common: they
were all small or medium-sized urban centres, they were all enthusiastic
boosters of urban and industrial growth prior to 1914, and none of the five

were substantial financial centres. The fact that three of the five were
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Table |l e ——_
Total Investment in Municipal Enterprise in Ontario up to 1911
Municipality Total Value Excluding Waterworks
Port Arthur 972 700 572 700
Fort William 1 255 824 553 985
Guelph 829 560 505 595 _
Kenora 633 775 456 724
Berlin 656 548 449 969
Ottawa 2 580 000 330 000
St. Thomas 600 000 325 000
Orillia | 440 000 325 000
Kingston 614 437 314 437
Wingham 670 000 300 000
QOwen Sound 430 331 204 431
Brockville 441 000 175 000
Niagara Falls 325 000 125 000 ‘~

R I

Statistics compiled from Bureau of Laonr, Sessional P-aﬁ:ars, 1811
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located in Northwestern Ontario seems to confirm my argument that there
existed a scarcity of finance capital within the region. The ability of
private utility companies to raise finance capital in Toronto, Ottawa,
Hamilton and Windsor made municipal enterprise not only unnecessary but
undesirable from the point of view of the economic elite. The scope of
municipal enterprise in Fort William was partially the result of the
pioneering efforts of Port Arthur. While Fort William’s street railway
was actually owned and operated by Port Arthur until 1908, the
construction of two municipal steam power plants in Fort William were in
response to municipal power projects in Port Arthur.

The perceived role of the municipality in promoting economic growth
depended upon the availability of private enterprise to raise finance
capital. In large urban centres like Toronto, Montreal and Hamilton, the
municipality failed to bonus, to any great extent, not because they lacked
a philosophy of growth, as Artibise would have it, but rather because
there were plenty of other sources of finance capital. There was
therefore little pressure on the municipality to finance private
enterprise, and even less desire on the part of ratepayers to foot the bill.
In addition, it was virtually impossible to get out a sufficient vote to

pass a bonus by-law in a large urban centre. Among hinterland towns like
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Port Arthur, on the other hand, there was great difficulty raising

sufficient financing for private schemes. As a consequence, there existed
enormous pressure on municipal councillors to provide financial support
to entrepreneurs frustrated by the scarcity of finance capital. It is
reasonable to assume that municipal politicians and ratepayers recognized
this obstacle to economic growth and were therefore much more willing
to use public finances in support of private initiative.‘ In this context, the
distinction between “public” and “private” enterprise, which is so evident
in the historical literature, loses much of its meaning. The real choice
with respect to utilities was really between bonusing private enterprise,

municipal enterprise, or simply going without.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the existing historical literature has suffered from its
focus upon utility organization and regulation in large urban centres. This
has created a distorted image which does little to explain why municipal
enterprise seemed to flourish the most in smaller hinterland towns. It
has also resulted in an unfortunate assumption by some historians that
“public” and “private” enterprise were mutually antagonistic. This

chapter has established that, prior to 1914, a real opportunity existed in
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hinterland towns like Port Arthur for the emergence of municipal
enterprise. The basis of municipal enterprise in Port Arthur was the
combination of an atmosphere of inter-class cooperation which

facilitated collective action through the municipal government, a profound
sense of urgency generated by the particularly intensive inter-urban
rivalry with Fort William, and the failure of private enterprise to respond
to demands for urban services due to the scarcity of finance capital.

While the opportunity for municipal enterprise existed during this period
in many towns and cities across Canada and the United States, Port
Arthur emerged as a pioneer in municipal enterprise because its citizens
had confidence in their municipal government. The next chapter will
explore how this confidence led ratepayers to turn away from the bonusing
of private utility companies and towards municipal enterprise. There is
little question that Port Arthur truly was “a municipal ownership town”

prior to 1914,
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Chapter 2

MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE

“In entering upon the consideration of municipal affairs, so vast is the subject in its
comprehensiveness, and so diversified the subject matter, that the stoutest heart might
reasonably feel overwhelmed whilst contemplating the extent of the scope afforded for the
exercise of thought, and the application of one man’s limited experience.”’

-William Powis, Municipal Finance and Accounts, 1889

The inability bf private enterprise to respond adequately to the
growing demands for urban services in Port Arthur created an opportunity
for the municipality to expand the scope of its activity. The extent to
which this opportunity resulted in experimentation with municipal
enterprise largely depended upon how people perceived their municipal
government and its role within the community. Was the municipality
capable of managing a cheap and reliable service at a reasonable cost to
the ratepayer? A prerequisite for the emergence of municipal enterprise
was, therefore, public confidence in the honesty and efficiency of the
municipal administration. It was the this public confidence which enabled
the town of Port Arthur to experiment so extensively with municipal
enterprise, differentiating it from other hinterland towns where the
opportunity for municipal enterprise never translated into the expansion

of municipal activity.
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This chapter will explore the inner workings of municipal
administration and finance in Port Arthur in order to discover why
ratepayers believed the municipality was capable of managing urban
services. It will establish that public confidence in the municipal
government originated from a combination of the following: a legal
environment which promoted rather than obstructed the adoption of
municipal enterprise in Ontario, the municipality’s access to sufficient
finance capital to consider expanding the scope of its activity, a non-
partisan tradition among elected municipal officials, the rise of a
professional municipal bureaucracy, and external forces at work within
the community in favour of municipal enterprise. By investigating the
dynamic between municipal politicians, managers and employees in
relation to the decision making process, | will illustrate that the widely
held assumption that municipal governments during this era were under
the complete domination of the economic elite is an over-simplification
which ignores the growing complexities of municipal activity.

Whereas municipal governance had earned the reputation for
corruption and incompetence, especially in the United States, the
municipality of Port Arthur was viewed within the community and

elsewhere as an exceptional case where municipal ownership seemed to
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result in good government. An indication of this perceived singularity was

reflected in an editorial in The Financial Post in August 1908 which

expressed grudging admiration for the city. “Public ownership schemes,”

the Post observed

have been generally condemned in the columns of The Post. The
sentiment of investors is rightly opposed to a city or state
undertaking to own and control enterprises which the traditions of
the past have recognized as private corporations. The Post
mentioned Port Arthur as one of the exceptional cases where
public ownership schemes have been operated by the city without
loss. It seems, however, that even though intrinsically their
schemes may be sound and able to earn a profit, yet the credit of
the city has suffered on account of the mere fact that it is a
public ownership city. Where one city like Port Arthur might
successfully manage its electric light, telephone and street
railway systems, there are a dozen others who would fail in the
attempt.1

This is a remarkable admission on the part of a newspaper which was
ideologically opposed to municipal ownership. It confirms that the nature
of municipal enterprise in Port Arthur differed from that of other so-
called municipal ownership towns.

Less scrupulous opponents of municipal enterprise attempted to cast
Port Arthur in a negative light in order to defeat attempts at

municipalization in cities like Ottawa. In this instance the Ottawa-

Journal, a vocal opponent of the proposed organization of a local municipal
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telephone exchange, sent a correspondent ali the way to Port Arthur and
Fort William in order to evaluate the municipal telephone systems of
these cities. The resulting series of articles which appeared in the
newspaper portrayed the cities as incapable of managing local telephone
exchanges. In response, the town cou‘ncils condemned the articles and
accused the correspondent of being in league with the Bell Telephone
Company. Witnesses claimed that the correspondent had been seen on
several occasions in the company of a Bell Telephone manager and that the
two had even travelled to and from Port Arthur together.2 While it is
practically impossible to know for certain whether or not these
accusations were accurate, there can be little doubt that the reputation of
the Lakehead for the efficient management of municipal enterprise was
such that opponents of the innovation found it necessary to go to great
lengths to undermine its reputation. Why did Port Arthur ratepayers have
confidence in their municipal government despite the negative reputation
of municipal ownership in the United States? What differentiated Port
Arthur's experiment with municipal ownership of urban services from the
vast majority of others who failed, according to the Post, in the attempt?
Advocates of municipal enterprise were just as quick to exploit Port

Arthur's reputation for good government as were its opponents. J.O.
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Curwood of The Reader observed upon visiting the Lakehead that “[t]hey

have been revealing heretofore unsuspected virtue of municipal enterprise-
-a virtue that means more than anything else the uplifting of the people of
a city or a nation.”3 This association of municipal ownership with honesty
at the Lakehead was seized upon by the correspondent in order to respond
to critics who argued that municipal politics was too corrupted to manage
urban services effectively. J. O. Curwood relates how, after he boarded
the streetcar upon his arrival, he got into a friendly conversation with the
conductor who would from time to time jump off the car to pick up
parcels waiting on the side of the road. When asked by the curious
correspondent why people didn’t steal these parcels, the man was startled
at the mere suggestion. This inspired Curwood to write that “my
experience on that short ride had brought me into surprisingly close touch
with two of the most interesting concomitants of municipal ownership in
Port Arthur and Fort William-morality in general and honesty in
particular.”4 Any unhappiness which did exist among the inhabitants of
the two cities about their municipal enterprises were discounted as the
by-product of the ambition which municipal enterprise inspires in people.5
He even went so far as to suggest, albeit somewhat sheepishly, that “the

day is coming when Port Arthur and Fort William will be taxless towns.”6
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These articles illustrate how opponents and advocates of municipal
enterprise in the United States and Canada recognized the positive
reputation of municipal enterprise in Port Arthur and Fort William. The
emergence of municipal enterprise in Canada, however, depended upon a
sympathetic provincial government.
The Legal Environment and Municipal Enterprise

An exploration into the evolution of statutory law in Ontario is
essential to our understanding of the nature of municipal administration
and finance. Statutory law determined the legal basis of municipal
enterprise because, unlike the United States, there was never any
constitutional recognition of private property in Canada. In Regulatory
Failure_ and Renewal, John Baldwin indicates that Canada turned to public
ownership because the “opportunism” of the state was unconstrained by
the courts.? The British North America Act failed, according to J.G.
Bourinot, to recognize municipal governments as anything more than
entirely subordinate to the provinces.8 Their legal status as “ corporate
bodies” was therefore determined by provincial statutes as interpreted by
the courts. The emergence of municipal enterprise required the
cooperation of the provincial government in order to ensure that the

municipality had the legal right to own and operate urban services.
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Failure to do so risked legal action against the municipality and the very
real possibility that the enterprise would be declared ultra vires, or
outside the jurisdiction of the municipal government. Armstrong and
Nelles discovered as much in their comparative study of hydro-electric
development in Montreal and Toronto where the Ontario government’s
sympathy towards municipal enterprise led to public ownership, while
Quebec’s hostility obstructed similar efforts in that province.? Did the
Ontario government act, as Armstrong and Nelles suggest, to facilitate the
emergence of municipal enterprise in Port Arthur?

The early development of local government was of an extremely
limited nature. On the centenary of the Municipal Corporations Act, J.H.
Aitchison wrote an article which explored the early development of local
government in Upper Canada which culminated in the adoption of this Act
in 1849. Commonly referred to as the Baldwin Act, the Municipal
Corporations Act served as the legal basis of municipal governance in
Ontario until the 1960s.10 Prior to its adoption, Aitchison found that local
government had a long but limited existence from the days of New France.
After the American Revolution, British authorities were loath to
recognize local institutions, as New England town hall meetings were

blamed for fomenting revolutionary ideas.!'! Political scientists C.R. and S.
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Noves Tindal found that it was not until the demands of the Loyalists had
grown too loud to be ignored any longer that the Parish and Town Officers
Act was adopted in 1793.12 While this legislation permitted local
meetings, decision making continued to be centralized. The rebellion of
1837 further retarded the growth of local governance in Upper Canada as
its leader was William Lyon Mackenzie, who had been elected York’s first
Mayor in 1835.13 There was little local autonomy even after district
councils were established in 1841, as the district officers were all
appointed by the governor. Modern municipal administration was born in
1849 with the Baldwin Act. The Baldwin Act replaced the inadequate
district councils with a new nomenclature of local institutions. Counties,
cities, towns, villages and townships were created with a particular set
of responsibilities and taxing powers.

A closer inspection of the Consolidated Municipal Act of 1883, which
was essentially an amended version of the Baldwin Act, is necessary in
order to understand the legal standing of Port Arthur during this period.
This Act set out in detail the various aspects of municipal administration
and finance, including minimum qualification standards for candidates and
electors for municipal elections, which were to be held the first Monday

of each January. Permitted to vote were those men and single or widowed



60

women over twenty-one years of age who met the minimum property
ownership requirements established for Northern Ontario.'4 While this Act
excluded almost all women and unskilled male workers, skilled workers
usually owned enough property to qualify. The town of Port Arthur, also
incorporated in 1883, was eligible to elect a Mayor, and three councillors
from each of the three wards. Once elections had taken place, the Council
was required by the Act to appoint a clerk, treasurer, assessors, tax
collectors and two auditors and such other officials “as are necessary.”15
This gave individual municipal councils a carte blanche as to the size and
shape of their municipal bureaucracy. Perhaps the single most important
aspect of the Act, however, was the legal requirement that all money by-
laws and franchise agreements be voted upon by the ratepayers.16 As a
consequence, the actions of the municipal government were held
accountable to the will of the ratepayers. Ratepayers were those electors
who were substantial property holders in the community. Any experiment
with municipal enterprise therefore needed the approval of a simple
majority of the ratepayers, thereby emphasizing the importance of public
confidence in the decision-making process.

The financial provisions in the Municipal Act enabled Ontario

municipalities to consider municipal enterprise. The primary means of
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financing municipal activity, including municipal enterprise, was through
the issue of debentures to investors for a period of fifteen or twenty
years, depending upon its purpose, during which the investors received
annual interest payments of a maximum of five percent on their loan to
the municipality.’7 The principal would subsequently be paid back to the
debenture holder at the end of the term. The municipality was constrained
to a certain extent by the Act, for it set maximum debt loads and tax
rates, and required the municipality to meet the annual interest and
sinking fund payments, sufficient to pay off the principle due on the
expiry of the debenture. A fair degree of investor confidence in the
municipal government was necessary to raise sufficient finance capital in
order to meet the expenditures for the proposed activity. The emergence
of municipal enterprise in Port Arthur therefore occurred, ironically, only
with the financial assistance of Eastern capitalists who were more
willing to invest in the municipality of Port Arthur than they were private
enterprise in the region. This was due to the conservativism of the
Canadian investor, who preferred the security of municipal debentures
over bonds or stock in private companies or loans to entrepreneurs.

The Consolidated Municipal Act of 1883 also prohibited municipal

councils from granting an exclusive privilege for any trade or calling,
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including urban utilities.'® While this effectively precluded any
municipality from enforcing a private utility monopoly, private utility
companies still needed the approval of the municipality to conduct
business within its boundaries. The exception was The Bell Telephone
Company, which had been granted a special clause in its Federal charter
which stated that its operations were “for the general benefit of Canada,”
thus permitting the company to escape municipal regulation.’® The council
was empowered, on the other hand, to operate its own waterworks,
gasworks and sewerage facilities.20 There was no explicit indication,
however, that an Ontario municipality could operate its own street
railway, electric lights, waterpower or telephone exchange. | do not
believe that this represented a conscious effort on the part of provincial
politicians to limit the scope of municipal enterprise, but rather that it
reflects the technological infancy of these urban services. The
Consolidated Municipal Act therefore facilitated rather than obstructed
the growth of municipal enterprise by enabling municipalities to issue
debentures and through the explicit recognition of the municipal
ownership of some urban services.

Amendments to the Municipal Act , which occurred on an almost

annual basis until the outbreak of World War I, acted to further encourage
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the development of municipal enterprise. An early example of the
willingness of legislators to facilitate municipal enterprise occurred in
1890 when the Act was amended to extend the duration of debentures to
thirty years for the purposes of railway, gas, waterworks, parks, sewers
and school expenditures.2t The effect of this amendment was to lessen
the financial barriers to municipal enterprise by spreading out the period
in which the ratepayers made payments into a sinking fund. A second
amendment explicitty empowered municipalities to operate municipal
street railways in such instance that no private one already existed.22 The
adoption of legislation in 1892 respecting the Town of Port Arthur
endorsed the municipality’s efforts to construct a municipal street
railway.23 The only amendment to the Act which constrained municipal
enterprise was the so-called “Conmee Amendment” adopted in 1899.
Named after James Conmee, the Member of Provincial Parliament for
Algoma District, the amendment required that municipalities offer to buy-
out existing private companies, at a pricerdetermined through arbitration,
before a municipality could proceed with the municipal ownership of an
urban utility.24 That this amendment should originate from the MPP from
Port Arthur indicates that support for municipal ownership was not

universal. The amendment did not obstruct, however, the continued
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extension of municipal enterprise in Port Arthur largely because of the
failure of private enterprise to raise sufficient finance capital in order to
represent a realistic alternative to the municipality.

The year before the Conmee amendment was adopted, the Municipal
Act was amended to permit the election of councillors at-large.25 The
swift adoption of this change by the town of Port Arthur can be used as
evidence that the economic elite feared the growing power of working-
class voters. This is unlikely, however, as an atmosphere of inter-class
cooperation and the lack of militancy on the part of the working-class
provided little basis for this kind of reaction. Class dispersal and the
concentration of the urban centre would also have prevented any kind of
popular identification with a particular ward. In Fort William, on the
other hand, the ward system reflected genuine socio-economic divisions
within the community, thereby making the elimination of the ward system
extremely difficult. Another factor which may have contributed to the
adoption of an at-large system of voting was the growing proportion of
council business which was city-wide in nature such as the street railway
and, after 1898, electric lights. Strictly localized issues such as streets,
sidewalks, sewers and water mains were removed from the purview of the

municipal council by the Ontario Frontage Act.
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The Frontage Act contributed to the emergence of municipal enterprise
by reducing the workload of councillors freeing them to consider
experimentation. Jon Teaford’s study of American municipal governance
illustrates that the most hotly contested and potentially divisive issue
facing local councillors were “neighbourhood” or “ward” issues.26 These
purely local issues introduced conflict among ward councillors, who were
elected to get as much as possible for their wards. “Ward politics” which
became synonymous with corruption, contributed to the poor reputation of
American municipal governments. Ontario municipalities, in contrast,
were governed by the Frontage Act, which required that those property
owners who directly benefitted from local improvements paid for the
sewer, water main, sidewalk, or other works themselves through a special
assessment on their property.27 The municipal government, upon reception
of a petition from the property holders of a given block who represented
two-thirds of the owners and at least fifty percent of the total assessed
value of the property, was compelled to build the proposed works.
Municipal councillors were therefore by-passed, freeing the council to
consider issues which were of city-wide importance. The weakness of the
Act, however, was that local improvements only occurred in those parts of

the municipality able to afford the financial burden of a special
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assessment.

Public demands for changes to the Frontage Act in Port Arthur began
when unsuccessful Mayoral candidate R.E. Mitchell called for the
amendment of the Act in 1885 in order to improve the sanitary conditions
of poorer neighbourhoods.28 The town’s Medical Health Officer also
demanded changes in his annual report to the Provincial Board of Health in
1889. Dr T.S.T. Smellie declared :

...that as many sanitary improvements may be impeded by the
operations of the Frontage Act, under which the town groans,
some additional power should be given Boards of Health to
enable them to carry out necessary improvements, such as the
construction of drains and sewers, when the cupidity of owners
of property on the streets requiring such improvements render

futile the efforts of the Board to improve the sanitary condition
of the town.29

Mitchell and Smellie must not have been the only voices calling for
changes to the Frontage Act, as it was amended in April 1890 to allow a
two-thirds majority of a municipal council to construct sewers paid for
by general revenue.30 While this amendment undoubtedly resulted in the
improvement in the sanitary conditions of urban Ontario, the Frontage Act
allowed councillors to channel their energies into municipal enterprise
and enhanced their own reputations as local improvements were perceived

to be free of “ward politics.”
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This brief review of the evolution of statutory law in Ontario as it
relates to municipal enterprise prior to 1914 indicates that the provincial
government actively promoted the municipal ownership of urban services.
The legal basis for municipal enterprise was consequently not simply the
product of the absence of constitutional protection for private property in
Canada, but rather the product of a conscious effort on the part of
provincial legislators. Enforcement of statutory law by the province and
the courts was such that historian John Taylor suggests that “urban
centres were left free in the last part of the nineteenth century to pursue
their policies of growth and physical and social amelioration.”31 The
nature of this supervision was therefore important in determining the
extent to which municipalities abided by statutory law.

Provincial supervision of municipal activity prior to 1906 consisted
of the requirement that money by-laws be ratified by the legislature
before coming into effect. While in theory this veto kept municipalities in
check, the burgeoning workload of the legislature and its committees
ensured that in practice the province bowed to the will of the
municipality.32 After 1906, the formation of the Ontario Railway and
Municipal Board substantially increased the Province’s ability to

supervise the actions of municipalities. The Board served a semi-judicial
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function through the arbitration of disputes between municipalities and
ensured municipal by-laws were not ultra vires. The annual reports of the
Board indicate that, on several occasions, the operations of the Port
Arthur street railway came under provincial scrutiny. It did not aclc to
constrain, in any way, however, the ability of Port Arthur to own and
operate urban services.

The courts proved unable to constrain the actions of the municipality
of Port Arthur due to the intervention of the Province in order to assuage
legal doubt as to the legality of the municipal street railway. In the court
case of Dwyer vs Port Arthur, the municipality’s ability to construct a
municipally owned and operated street railway came into question as the
courts granted an injunction.33 By the time it went before Judge Osler and
the Ontario Court of Appeal a provincial statute had hurriedly been
adopted which accorded Port Arthur the right to construct its street
railway, forcing the Court of Appeal to dismiss the suit permitting the
town to proceed with construction. This example illustrates how the will
of the provincial legislature overcame potential legal obstacles to
municipal enterprise. Subsequent court cases involving the municipal

ownership of electric lights, hydro-electric power, and legal action

undertaken by The Bell Telephone Company in retaliation for the
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organization of a rival municipal telephone system all ended with the
affirmation of municipal enterprise.

The political dominance of the economic elite in Port Arthur, while
substantial, was constrained by the growing scope and complexity of
municipal enterprise. In the opinion of urban historian John C. Weaver,
municipal government was little more than an instrument of the ambition
of the local elite.34 This assumption has also been applied to the
Lakehead. “Government was simple in both structure and design,”

Tronrud suggested. “It existed to serve the ends, both personal and
collective, of those who controlled it and booster-orientated businessmen
readily assumed that control as a natural right.”35 While it was
undoubtedly the ambition of booster politicians to advance their private
interests in public office, categorically declaring that they succeeded is
an overly simplistic analysis of the decision making process in
municipalities such as Port Arthur. While this observation may have been
accurate with respect to the municipal administration of Port Arthur in
1880, it fails to take into account the growing scope and complexity of
municipal activity after the turn of the century. Municipal administration
comprised not only elected municipal councillors and the mayor, but it

also included managers, municipal employees and ratepayers. Booster
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politicians had little alternative but to share power with new groups
within and without the municipal administration.

The approach taken towards municipal administration and finance in
this chapter was profoundly influenced by John Garrard’s investigation
into the nature of municipal administration in the British towns of
Salford, Boiton and Rochdale. While Garrard agreed that the economic
elite of these three towns dominated the municipal councils, he found
that, in doing so, they still failed to control the municipal government.
Their power was constrained by the central government, growing
managerial influence, time consuming ritual and routine, the increasing
complexity of municipal activity, and the greater popular intervention in
local governance.36 The decision-making process was therefore not
limited to municipal politicians, as Canadian urban historians have
sometimes been quick to assume, but increasingly extended to a wide
variety of individuals and organizations. For instance, Garrard observes
that elected officials had less and less to do with decision-making as the
increasing scope and complexity of municipal activity accelerated their
dependency upon the expertise of municipal managers.37 | found Garrard’s
holistic approach to municipal administration compelling enough to apply

it to Port Arthur. In the remainder of this chapter, the changing
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relationship between municipal politicians, managers and employees in
the decision-making process will be explored as the scope and complexity
of municipal activity expanded. In addition, the effect of ‘external’

forces within the community on decision-making will also be discussed.

Municipal Politicians

The social background of elected officials in Port Arthur between
1884 and 1914 was almost exclusively middle class. Seventy-one percent
of the municipal politicians, whose occupations were identified, were
either merchants, professionals or officials of the provincial or federal
governments. Of the remainder, less than ten percent can be identified as
‘industrialists’ although most of these were, like the Woodside brothers,
small-scale and locally based. These findings must be interpreted
cautiously as the business interests of many of these local politicians
seldom conformed to one specific classification. This was reflected by
Thorold Tronrud’s extensive research into the individuals behind land
development. He conciluded that over one-third of all the elected
councillors and mayors of both cities during this period were in one way
or another involved in land promotion.38 What can be safely concluded from

the breakdown of at least the principal occupations of municipal
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politicians was that it was the non-industrial middle-class which was
elected. This distinction is important because the non-industrial middle
class would have been more likely to have earned the confidence of all
social classes within the community.

Only a few representatives of the working class were elected to the
Port Arthur council, contrasted with Fort William, which regularly elected
working class representatives from Ward One and in 1909 elected L.L.
Peltier, a railway conductor, as mayor. This distinction could indicate one
of two things; either working people were systematically excluded from
the Port Arthur council, or the working class was generally satisfied with
their middle-class representatives. Indeed, it may very well have been a
combination of the two. The defeat of Finnish socialist municipal slates
in 1905 and 1911 seems to suggest that the middle-class, and probably
the Anglo-Saxon working-class as well, were unwilling to vote for a
change. Public attitudes towards working-class political involvement
was reflected by the Trades and Labor Council which put forward two

Anglo-Saxon candidates in 1911 who not only won, but received an

endorsement from the normally conservative Daily News.

It is quite just and proper that the labour organization should
take such a step, it may be construed by some as the thin edge
of the wedge by which party politics would be introduced into
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municipal affairs, but there is more reason to believe otherwise.39

The election of Frederick Urry and W.G. Woodside indicates that middle
class voters were not necessarily opposed to the representatives of
organized labour. While there does not appear to have been a concerted
effort on the part of the middle-class to exclude working-class
representatives from the municipal council, there likewise does not
appear to be much dissatisfaction on the part of the Anglo-Saxon working-
class and organized labour with the middle-class dominated Council.

The ethnic and religious background of municipal politicians indicate
that there was a fair degree of homogeneity among councillors on this
basis. The overwhelming majority were of British origin, but as one
visitor remarked, the lrish enjoyed prominence within the economic and
political life of the community. As far as can be determined by a simple
analysis of the names of elected officials, there have been only a handful
of non Anglo-Saxons elected during this thirty year period between 1884
and 1914. The exceptions were primarily councillors of French or
Scandinavian ancestry. In the case of religion, there does not appear to be
any evidence of overt anti-Catholicism in Port Arthur. If ~the local

newspapers are any indication, religion only became an issue during the
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1885 municipal election when the Daily Sentinel accused Mayoral

candidate James Conmee of exploiting his own Catholicism in order to
defeat his Protestant opponent.40 The victory of Conmee and his
subsequent election as the area’s provincial and federal representative
suggests very strongly that religious tensions were muted if not entirely
non-existent. The ethnic and religious background of municipal politicians
was not a divisive force on the Council prior to World War 1.

The high rate of turnover among elected officials in Port Arthur
contributed to the decline of Council’s control over municipal
administration.41 The duration of public office for the ninety-five
persons who sat on the municipal council between 1883 and 1914 was
extremely short lived, with 43.2% serving only a one year term and fully
77.9% serving for three years or less. As a consequence, only twenty-one
elected officials, representing a modest 22.1% of the total number, were
elected for longer periods of time. This extremely high rate of turnover,
somewhat surprising in a community as small as Port Arthur, made it even
more difficult for the Council to manage the expanding scope and
complexity of municipal activity. With the exception of a handful of
veteran politicians, Port Arthur struggled every year with a new batch of

inexperienced councillors. By the time that these elected officials had
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enough experience to allow them to participate fully in the business of
Council it was election time again, and the cycle would repeat itself. The
duration of service among elected officials did not appear to alter
substantially throughout the thirty year period. It was therefore
inevitable that these one-time councillors depended heavily upon the
handful of long-serving councillors like W.P. Cooke, who sat on council for
fifteen years during this period, on the Mayor, and on the expertise of
professional managers for guidance.

The growing scope and compl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>