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PREFACE

Yilliam Charles Good was a Christian and agrarian reformer
active in the Ontario farm movement during the years 1896 to 1948,
of whom Frank Underhill wrote: 'Fe had the most philosophical mind
of any of the Ontario farm leaders".l This is a study of Good's ideas.

The turn of the century saw the position of agriculture
undergo a drastic change. The development of industry and the movement
of people to cities were placing the farmers on the defemnsive. Many
were angry at these developments and sought political and economic
means to protect themselves from big financial urban interests. To
justify their ideas morally they looked for guidance to anti-industrialist
values which were being propagated by many ardent Christians who
insisted that the whole economic system must be radically reformed.
By 1919 this Social Gospel had become the 'religion' of the agrarian
revolt.2

Paul Sharp, in writing of the Social Gospelsand agrarian

revolt, emphasized the important role of Christian philosophers

1. Frank H. Underhill, "Mr. Good's Political Philosovphy' in the
Canadian Forum, August, 1933, quoted by W.C. Good, "Farmer Citizen',
Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1953, p.184.

2. A.R. Allen, "The Social Gosvel and the Peform Tradition in Canada,
1890-1528", Canadian Historical Review, Vol. 49, MNo. 4, issue of
December 1968, p.184.

3. The Social Gospel started as a Protestant reform movement in the
United States. It was an active force from the 1860's to the First
World Var.
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and idealists from western Canada.4 If he is right, and leadership
played a crucial part in the west, then it could be argued that
persons of comparable stature would be necessary for such a development
in Ontario. However, W.L. lMorton, while he recognized the Social Gospel
and the prominence of its leaders in western Canada, largely ignored
the presence of agrarian social gospellers in the east.5

Yet the agrarian revolt assumed considerable proportions
in Ontario, after all in 1919 a provincial government dominated by
farmers was elected, and in 1921 the province sent twenty two
Progressives to Ottawa. But, in the classic accounts of the Progressive
movement, hardly any attention is paid to the rise of agrarian revolt
in Ontario.

If indeed the Social Gospel was important in the western case,
it is certainly worth while speculating whether it did not contribute
to the Ontario movement as well. An explanatior of such a hypothesis
would be much more ambitious than the scope of the present work. Yet
surely it is of some significance that William Charles Good, one of the
leading publicists of the Ontario farm movement, should have been
an exponent of the Social Gospel. Fe was one of three agrarian

representatives to speak at the Congress organized in March, 1914, by

4. Paul F. Sharp, Agrarian Revolt in Western Canada, Minneapolis:
(University of Minnesota Press, 1948), p.61, ff.

5. W.L. Morton, The Progressive Party in Canada, Toronto:
(University of Toronto Press, 1950), p.28.
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the Social Services Council. This organization best expressed
the Social Gospel in Canada at that time.
The purpose of this thesis is to study the ideas
of Good, but in addition the author hopes to show the kind of
values which an important farm leader held and which may well have

been possessed by other leaders of the farm movement in Ontario.



Chapter One

The Setting and Personal Background

William Charles Good was the eldest of six children and the
only son. He was born in 1876 at his family's farm, Myrtleville,
near Brantford, Ontario, and like many farm boys of the period he
was required to spend some of his time working on the farm. He passed
his high school entrance when he was twelve and then attended, somewhat
intermittently, the Brantford Collegiate Institute. He was a good
student particularly in mathematics and science. He also developed an
interest in the social histories written by John Richard Green.1
These books reflected a concern for the welfare of the average man
and they made an impression on Good and helped stimulate his interest
in social reform.

Despite his haphazard attendance he obtained his Junior
Certificate by the time he was seventeen. HKe then completed a six
months teacher's training course after which he started teaching at

a rural school. Because the salary was so small and the conditions

1. John Richard Green, 1873-1883, had been a Methodist minister
but left the ministry to write popular social histories. A
pronounced liberal, his best known work was The Short History of
the English People, (London: Macmillan & Co., 1874).




so unattractive, he resigned after six months and wert back to
Brantford to pursue upper school work. His results in the departmental
examinations of 1896 were so good that he was offered a scholarship
which enabled him to enter University in 1856, at the age of twenty
one.
During his university years he developed his interest in
social problems. This concern for reform was whetted by an article in
the Temgler2 by Henry George. Good was impressed by the writer's
insistence that although Christianity ought to be a beacon towards
social betterment, establishad religion allied itself with injustice.3
He also read Henry Drummond, whose greatest work, The Ascent
of Man, argued that social environment was the prime factor in human
development and that each change in it led to a higher stage in man's
morali.ty.4 Drummond’s thesis so impressed Good that he prepared

his own essay entitled "Evolution of Man”5 which maintained that the

2. The Templer was a temperance weekly published in Hamiltom, Ontario.

3. William Charles Good Papers, Public Archives of Canada, Vol. 1,
(Good to J. Ballachey, Sept. 25th, 1896), (33-38). PFurther
references using this source will be titled Good Papers.

4. Henry Drummond, The Ascent of Man, (London: Bodder & Stoughton,
1899), pp. 439-444.

5. Be wrote this essay in order to further hig own thoughts on the
subject.



law of evolution was in full conformity with God's aims in that it
led to the perfectability of man.

About this time he became interested in and greatly influenced
by the Social Gospel. Good probably read the Gospel authors’ novels

first. The one which stirred him most was In His Steps; What Would

Jesus Do?, a sermon story by the Reverend Charles Monroe Sheldon of
Topeka, Kansas; this allepory applied the teachings of Jesus to
United States social problems and, Good claimed, clarified the true
meaning of Christianity.6

Another book which influenced Good was Richard T. Ely's

Introduction to the Study of Political Economy.7 In it the author

discussed the evils of a modern industrial society and proposed the
application of true Christian brotherhood as the only method to eliminate
them. Good devoted parts of his diary to quoting those arguments

which involved social reform; these condemned lives of luxury, a
viewpoint which Good had already incorporated into his own social

philosophy.

6. Good Papers, Vol. 1/Correspondence, (Good to Fanny Doyle
Maz 14th, 1899), (204-207).

7. Richard T. Ely was a leading Social Gospeller who became
Director of the School of Economics and Political Science at
Wisconsin University.



Another social gospel writer to be found on his reading
list at that time was a preacher, Washington Gladden, who published

his sermons in 1875 in a volume called Working Men and their Employers.

Gladden viewed the relationship of man to society as analogous to a
cell within a living organism, each part being dependent on the
other. He further maintained that the organic theory had been present
in Christianity since the writings of St. Paul's Epistles but had been
misconstrued to apply to the Church only, rather than society as a
whole.8 Learning to see society as interdependent strengthened Good's
faith in co-operation.

Good shared a developing social consciousness with a number
of young men who became his most intimate friends at University. All
were deeply religious, all sought to apply the teachings of Christ to
the improvement of society. His life long friend J. F. Coleman was
also a strong advocate of the Social Gospel. A second intimate J. A.
Martin was active in the Single Tax movement, and partly because of his
influence Good became a proponent of that scheme of taxation. Martin

also opcned his friend’s eyes to Christian socialist ideas and got

8. C. K. Hopkins, The Risc of the Social Gospel in American
Protestantism, 1865-1915, (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1940), p.59.




him involved with the Christian Socialist League.9 A third friend
was Charles Shortt who later became a Church of England missionary
in Japan. While both were still at University he aroused in Good
an interest in missionary work abroad.
Unable, because of family reasons, to pursue this vocation
Good turned his talents to spreading the Social Gospel at the
University and founded the Inter-College Club devoted to the study
of its works. He also became quite active in the Social Reform League,
a liberal Christian group influenced by Gospel ideas, and was an
energetic member of the Y.M.C.A. In 1899 he was the Association’s
delegate to an International Student Conference at East Northfield
in Massachusetts. He returned to Canada morc convinced than ever
that Jesus' teachings must be applied to man's problems on earth.
Another area of Christian concern at that time was the
production and consumption of alcohol. Good, a teetotaler, believed
that its excessive use degraded man and that its promotion was immoral.lo

He wrote the occasional article and,sometimes, attended a meeting of

the Vomens Christian Temperance Union althouph pressure of other events

9. BHe remained impressed by its humanitarianism., UHis reservations
are dealt with in Ch. Four, The Co-operative Movement.

1C. This is discussed in Ch. Two, Religion hnd Social Reform.




kept him on the fringes of the movement. It was not until the 1920's
that Good was to hold a number of positions in the temperance movement.

His university career terminated in a rather unusual manner
in 1900, for while he had proved to be an excellent student and
was hopeful of obtaining post graduate scholarship in physics and
chemistry, it was awarded to another man who had not even applied.

Although a university scandal resulted, the decision remainéd
unchanged.11 In retrospect Good was profoundly thankful for the turn
of events, for he had come to realize that his real intcrests lay in
the study of economics and politics.

After spending the winter of 1900-1901 in Toronto, Good
returned to the farm. While there he studied the writings of Walter
Rauschenbusch, a Baptist Minister and educator. The cleric evoked the
aspirations of a genuine social fraternity which believed that
Jesus' words, as applied to human relations, could be taken as the
literal truth.12 Good was sympathetic with this belief, but his own
views on the role cf Christianity within society had already matured

by 1901 when he recad the author's Christianity and Social Christianity

11. Good put this experience behind him and was later to become
a member of the Roard of Governors of the University.

12. Good, op. cit., p.l9.



and Social Crisis: he and Rauschenbusch arrived independently at the

conclusion that 2 genuine social fraternity would be achieved by
following Christ’s ideal of brotherhood.

He appears to have been in some confusion regarding his future
plans; in the fall of 1901 he accepted the offer of a position in the
Department of Chemistry at the Ontario Agricultural College, but
remained there only two years and then returned to the farm. One
reason was his father's poor health, but another was that W. L. Smith,
the editor of the Weekly Sun, sought his help in organizing a new
farm association.

Doubtless Good had become interested ir the farm movement
because of the new difficulties facing the farmers. As the century
ended Canada was changing from an agrarian to an industrialized and
urban society, and around the 1890°'s thoughtful farmers had become
concemed over Cntario’s farm de-population. There were fewer
farm labourers available and the smaller farms were being absorbed
into larger units, the consequence was that machinery became more

necessary and financial problems more and more acute.13 The overall

13. R. J. Van Loon, "The Political Thought of the United Farmers
of Ontario", Unpublished M.A. thesis, Dept. of History,
Carleton University at Ottawa, 1965. pp. 47-48.



effect was to weaken the political and economic influence of the
province's rural population.

General economic developments were also of concern to the
farmers. In the 1890°'s the Canadian economy had begun to shake free
of the depression of the previous decade, but the growing prosnerity
was not equally shared. The new rich werce to be found, not among the
farmers, but among the financiers, promoters, and owmners of protected
industries. The influence of private industry increased as that of
the Ontario farmers declined.

The failure of the Conservative and Liberal Parties to offer
effective remedies for agricultural problems finally forced farm
leaders to establish the Farmers'’ Association of Ontario. Its
primary aims were to educate the farmers about their problems and lobby
for reform legislation.

The Association was the third Ontario farm organization in
twenty five years. The first had been the National Grange of the
Patrons of Fusbandry, generally referred to as the Grange. It was
founded in Loadon, Ontario, in 1874, and its main concern was to
eliminate the middle man by promoting farm co-operative production

and merchandising.14 The growth of the Grange was rapid and its

14. TIbid.



decline equally so. Its collapse was partly due to the recession
of 1874 which led farmers to concentrate on individual economic
survival and put aside the idealism necessary for successful co-operative
organization.15 Its refusal, too, to get directly involved in politics
made it ineffective and hastened its end.

A more successful organization, politically, was the Patrons
of Industry. It was established in Ontario in 189C, it opposed
protectionism and advocated that tariffs be collected only for revenue,
not for strengthening industry or agriculture. The Patrons in
addition, favoured reciprocal trade agreecments between Canada and other
countries. Unlike the Grange it was politically active and succeeded
in electing 17 M.P.P."'s in the election of 1894. This success was
an indication of the sense of agrarian grievance in the province,
but unfortunately for its supporters hopes the Patrons suffered almost
complete collapse between 1855 and 1900; the strength of the established
parties had proven too strong.

The farm organizations may have vanished but the problems
remained, for as rural de-population continued to increase, inequality

between classes in society grew, as did the domination of industrial

15. Jean MacLeod, ""The United Farm Movement in Ontario 1914-43%.
Unpublished M.A. thesis Dept. of History, Queen's University
of Kingston, 1958. p.8.

16. Tbid.
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and political life by allied financial, railway and industrial
interests. Thus a thoughtful farmer like Good was bound to consider
the possibilities of tryimg again to form ap organization to protect
farm interests. Another influence directing Good towards the farm
movement was the Weekly Sun, under the cwnership of Goldwin Smith, whose
new cditor was V.L. Smith. As a matter of fact Good became a constant
contributor to the paper.

During the spring and summer of 1902 many letters from
those who had bteen active in the Grange or Patrons of Industry appeared
in the Weekly Sun. The correspondents pointed out the problems facing
farmers and urged the formation of a new organization. As a result of
this groundswell of opinion the Farmers' Association was established
that year under the leadership of Goldwin Smith, W. C. Mallory, and W.
L. Smith. Goldwin Smith emphasized the importance of concentration
on publicizing measures favourable tc the farmers but he opposed
entering the political arena as a separate party, his viewpoint
prevailed. The objectives of the Association were determined at a
preliminary meeting in 1902. The organization was to organize a
study by farmers of the social and economic problems facing them, to

disseminate information relative to the farm movement, and to formulate
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legislation and bring it to the attention of the appropriate
legislature. The ncw group further proposed that their members
participate in both political parties: finally it urged the greater
use of co-operative methods in the purchase and sale of goods.

It was the first time that Good had played an active role
in the formation of a farm organization, for while hec was not
present at the incorporation meeting in 1902, he followed its affairs
with great interest. He attended its first annual meeting in
September, 1903, became a member of the Resclutions Committee and an
active propagandist for the new Association in the Weekly Sun. At
the 1904 meeting of the Farmers® Association Good was appointed to
its executive. Through these activities he met future farm leaders
including John J. Morrison and Ernest C. Drury. It was during this
time he organized a local Brantford Association which ran without
serious interruption for a decade.

Meanwhile the Grange had become a largely inarticulate
and ineffective force, realizing this its leaders began to see an
advantage in uniting with the more effective new group. In 1906 the
Grange invited the Farmers' Association to send a representative to
their annual meeting. Good was selected as the Associations representative
and played a major role in persuading the Grange to amalgamate with

his organization. A new constitution was ratified ir 1907 under the
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name, The Dominion Grange And Farmers' Association, its aims were
basically the same as those of the Farmers' Association.

The following year found Good busy writing articles for a
number of publications including the Weekly Sun. He dealt with
such diverse questions as the evils of protectionism, influence of
farm organizations on communitv life;, and their role in developing
good farming practices. Good was also active in the federal election
in the summer of 1905 and spoke at meetings in support of farmer
candidates, many of whom stood as Indeperndent Liberals.

In November, he addressed the annual meeting of the Grange
and Parmers' Association on direct legislation through the initiative
and referendum. Ee also began discussions with the western farm leaders
that were to lead to the formation nf the Canadian Council of Agriculture.

The Council was established at the next annual Association
meeting in November, 1909. A committee was then appointed to draft a
constitution; its three members were E. A. Partridge of Saskatchewan,
Roderick Mackenzie of Manitoba, and Good of Ontario. Their work was
not completed until the winter of 1910, so that due to this and his
farming obligations Good found no time to participate in the large
farm delegation which visited Ottawa that summer, although he fully

supported its aims.17

17. TFarmer delegates from throughout Canada went to Ottawa to
present their views in favour of tariff reduction.
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When the final draft of the constitution appeared it clearly
reflected the hand of Good: it was virtually identical in its aims to
that of the Grange and Farmers' Association. The Council's stated role
was to organize study groups to consider the social and economic
problems of agriculture, to formulate demands for legislation, to encour-
age membership in one or other of the political parties, and to further
co—-operative methods.

Despite this new unity of »urpose the combined efforts of
the farm movement in Canada proved insufficient to ensure the passage
of reciprocity. Its defeat in 1911 was a major blow to the majority
of farmers, and in Ontario it became evident to some farm leaders
that a still better and more comprehensive organization was needed. 1In
1913 the Dominion Granges' Master, W.C. Goodls, joined by E. C. Drury
and J. A. Fraser undertook to enlarge the existing association.

It was decided to add strength by uniting with government sponsored
clubs19 and special interest farm groups,20 as well as the newly formed

United Farmers' Co-operative Company.

18. Good served as Master of the Crange through 1913 to 1915.

19, The Farmers' Institute system was organized to further
scientific farming. Ostencibly non-political the clubs
were becoming increasingly concerned with political problems.

20. Thaese organizations had to do with such areas as livestock,
fruit growing, and seced grain.
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The union was concluded on March 20th 1914 and called the
United Farmers of Ontario. The platform was the same as that
of its predecessor: the orpanization was to develop co-operation
and serve as a forum for propaganda and discussion. Once more
the leaders refused to consider direct political action but
continued the previous attempts to influence lepislationm.

Meanwhile on February 7th, 1814, a month before the
U.F.0. had been founded, the United Farmers’ Co-operative Company
was incorporated with W. C. Good as its President.

By 1914 Good had been active in the co-operative movement
for nearly six years,starting in 1908, he, along with George Keer and
famuel Carter had helped found the first nation wide co-operative
Company. The Co-overative Uninn of Canada’s aim was to unite co-
operative enthusiasts in English speaking Canada into a movement
capable of reforming Canadian society in the interests of the consumer.
This involved ending speculation and the influence of wealth.21
1t was these ideals which Good brought to the United Farmers‘® Co-
operative Company.

The period between 1908 to 1914 had seen only a slow develop-
ment of the co-operative movement in Ontario. The Co-operatives that

were established faced both strong competition from individualistic

21. G. R. I. Macpherson, "The Search for the Commonwealth, the
Co-operative Union of Canada, 1909-1939°'. Unpublished Ph.D.
thesis, Dept. of Fistory, University of Western Ontario at
London, 1971, p.iii.
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joint stock companies and opposition from the courts, for no
adequate legislation existed for the provincial imcorporation of
co-operatives. Good's main contribution was to popularize co-operative
principles within the orpanized farm movement, at the time of the Union
with the U.F.0. in 1214, Good was President of the Co-operative
Company, he relinquished that post in 1915 but remained on as Director.
Good, meanwhile, rad been spending most of his time working
extremely hard on his farm. In 1917, due to the pressure of work, he
was forced to give up his executive post in the U.F.0. he had held since
1906. He continued, however, to write many articles dealing with the
inefficiencies of the Department of Agriculture and the issues of profiteer-
ing and comnscription raised by the war.
Upon the outbreak of hostilities in 1914 the United Farmers
immediately threw . themselves into support of the war effort. For
the moment co-operation and tariff reform became less important in the
farm movement. It turned its attention to the problemr of increasing
food production; this necessitated enlarging land acreage while
keeping workers on the farms. The competition for labour became acute
because many were attracted by the high wages offered in the factories.
The added threat of conscrintion brought matters to a head and led to

the clash between the U.F.0. and the government.
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The U.F.0. became a strong lobbyist for the exemption of
agricultural labourers from military service. The Canadian farmers
forced Borden to promise that young men workine on the land would not
be called un. Vhen, however in the spring of 1918, the Prime Minister
cancelled all exemntions for the 2(, 21 and 22 year age groups, the
Ontario farmers were furious. Along with Quebec farmers they descended
upon Ottawa orn May 14, 1218 but were not allowed to present their
case on the floor of the l'ouse of (‘.ommons.22 Aroused, those from
Ontario called for a special convention of the U.F.Q.

This call by the rank and file in 1918 caught the executive
by surprise, as did their subsequent demand for a new policy of
direct political action. Finallv, in Nctober 1918, in light of the
upcoming Provincial election the leadershin recommended the selection
of farmers®’ candidates in rural constituencies. Good along with E.C.
Drury, and Manning Doherty wrote the platform. It emphasized the
need for promoting voluntary co-operation, improved general education,
highwavs for use of country as well as city. a massive plan for
reforestation, public development of hydro-electric power, the

extension of the initiative and referendum, ard electoral reform by use
of the transferalile vote.

22. A privilege which Laurier had accorded them in 1910.
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This document showed Good's influence for th: planks on the
extension of the initiative and the transferable vote were patently
his; indeed, as we shall see, they were ornosed to Drury’s own
ideas. That Good was very influential in drafting the programmc was
confirmed when he was selected to tour the province explaining the
platform.

Unexpectedly the U.F.0. won 44 seats in the election and were
called on to form a government. The divisions within the group wern
such that they debated whether to accept the responsibility or not.
Good exhorted the farmers to elect from the Legislative a Cabinet that
would represent a diversity of interests, a co-onerative form of
government. This advice was not hceded, and in the end E. C., Drurvy,
formed an alliance with Labour and became Premier of Ontario. In the
deliberations surrounding the formation of the covernmment Good nlaved
only a minor role, this was partly because of the demands of his farm,
and partly because of his increasing interest in federal politics.

Encouraged by the provincial results and finally convinced
that needed reforms could only be achieved through direct political
action, Good allowed his name to stand in 1915 and was elected in
1921 as the National Progressive federal candidate for Brant. Fe
remained a member until 1925.

His main concerns in the Fouse of Commons were the reform of the

banking and credit systems, basic changes in the tariff structure,
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and the irtroduction of promortional representation. Of these only
banking was a nev interest, Le pronosed a central Canadian btank to
allow for governmental control over credit.

The Progressive (Caucus gradually split between those whe
tended to follow the lead of the Liberals, and those whe were determined
to maintain their indcpendence. These latter members, which included
Good, camd to call themselves a Ginger Group.

Fe found his years in Ottawa wcre full of frustration, and
he became increasingly critical of the Canadian political system, at the
same time he was becoming morc active as a co-operator. 1In 1925
Good retired from politics to take A full time position in the nove-
ment and he becamec one of thc most active co-operative leaders in
Canadian history, his span of service extending until 1948,

Good was a very serious man who never sought the humorous
or the trivial, a trait that was reflecited in both his public and
private correspondence. His letters were filled with philosophy and
ideas, oroposals and criticisms, irn particular his diaries contained
much on morality and ethics.

Filled with a sense of mission CGood was a most prolific
writer, and as - publicist hec had few equals in Ontario. His serious
writings begen early in his University years and continued until he

had completed his autobiography st the age »f eighty two.
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The aim of this thesis is to study the ideas of William
Charles Good as thev were exprecssed durine the years from 1856 to 1°1¢
To try to do justice to the whole man, the philosopher, farm leader
and co-operator would reauire a much larger work than what is being
attempted here.

Py 1912 Good had developed all the main ideas that were to
guide him throughout his life. Fis views were determined on the role
of Christians within society, on the importance of the farm environment,
and on the spirit of co-operation. So too were his opinions set on
methods of taxation, on imperialism, militarism, war and peace, and on
partyism. Moreover from 1896 to 1919 Good had functioned in politics
primarily as an educator. With the victory of the United Farmers of
Ontario and the rise of the Progressives this period of his life ended
and he became politician. This thesis then will study the ideas he

had developed hefore he went into politics



CEAPTER. TWO

Religion and Social PReform

Events in the Upnited States influenced religious attitudes
in Canada at the turn of the century. During the 1880°s the U.S.
was in the throes of industrialization and urbanization. The problems
of adjustment were made more difficult by the actions of the ruling
monied oligarchy which abused its nower and caused distress to many.
Various reformers sought remedies, among thase were Protestant lay-
men and clerics who found the doctrines of the churches, less and less
satisfying. These men needed a sense of mission, and they found it
in the Sccial Gospel.

The Gospel arose in the United States as a Protestant
crusade consecrated to social justice. It maintained that to assure
man's progress on earth, the teachings of Christ must be applied to
public problems. The chief vehicle for the Gospel in the U.S. was the
American Institute of Social Service which dealt with practical questions,
child labour, wealth and capital, and civic corruption. This and other
organizations were the forerumners of similar councils in Canada.

In the years immediately prior to 1219 the Canadian Protestant
churches were a powcrful force and wielded considerable influence,
they had grown up with the new settlcments and tended to be close to

the people. Regular church going was a common practice for many persons.
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Some Canadian Protestants proved enthusiastic converts to the
Social Gospel, an ardour kindled by their attendance at interdenominat-
ional conferences in the United States. In the short space of 12
years, 190€ to 1918, the Methodists, Presbyterians, and Church of
England came to question aspects of ‘laissez-faire' capitalism. In
the process, elements of Canadian Protestantism absorbed some reformist
views and came to make them their own. An ambitious effort was made
at popularizing Social Gospel ideas, se reading and discussion groups
in the form of Social Service Councils arose, they included among their
prominent members W.C. Good.

Good was an exceptionally religious man, his devotional upbring-
ing was the responsibility of his ~unt Annie Ballachey, a circumstance
which proved to his advantage. She was an excellent teacher well able
to arouse a keen interest in the spirit of the scriptures, under b-r
tutelage he studied the Church of England catechism and developed his
own attitude towards fundamentalism; he came to believe that the Bible
was not a series of facts but rather a compilation of lessons that
represented God's will.

Good's enquiring mind led him to examine critically his Aunt's

literalist approach. He read Inspiration and Authority of the Holy

Scriptures, by Dr. SheratOnl; the fundamentalist Principal of the

1. Dr. Sheraton accepted the writings of the Bible as the literal
truth.
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Presbyterian Wycliffe College, whosc viows, while they failed to change
Good's mind, made him inquisitive emough to try to mecet with the author.2
His inability to accept literalism did not worry Good as he doubted
whether the act of questioning could ever adversely effect a truly
religious person.

By 1901 he had developed the theoretical base for his own views
and presented it in a paper entitled ‘Amos’ Teaching Concerning God;’
its three themes dealt with the equality of man before God,the concept
of sin, and the perfectability of man.4

Good's God was a Spirit of social justice who looked upon
all humans as His creations and loved them equally; descrimination
on any grounds was therefore unchristian. e thus condemmed the
attitude of those Protestant Canadians who appeared tc work on the
premise that God was both vhite and Protestent,

Sin he saw excmplified by those who lived the ‘good life'
yet disregarded the welfare of others. This selfishness they

compounded by hypocrisy in attempting to fool the public by returning

2. Good Papers, Vol. 1, (Good to his mother, Apr. 30th, 1899),
(191-192) It is not known whether he ever met the author.

3. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Notes, (Good to ed. of the Canadian Churchman,
Dec. 6th, 1203, a copy, (15825-30)

1]

4. Good Papers, Vol. 19/Religion, ('Amos’' Teaching Ccncerning God",
1901, paper prepared for YMCA Meeting), (14057-60).
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a part of their ‘stolen' wealthk and portraying it as an act of
charity; Good labelled such behavicur as "the painting over of the
consciences of mankind."5

Thirdly, he wrote of man's capacity for moral improvement; he
fervently believed that the Universe was under the direction of a
God whose aim was the perfectability of man. Accordingly it was
essential that man be made aware of thie in order to achieve the spirit
of selflessness and social justice and so accelerate God's process.

His critical attitude led him to question the value of separate
denominatiocns. His desire for unity was evident and probably
strengthened as early as July 189S, when he visited relatives in
Manitoba; it was while there that he wrote approvinely of people from
all denominations in the area who continually attended each others
services and so promoted friendly feeling and fellowship. Presumably
referring to the lack of interdenominationalism in southern Ontario
he added, "I would like to sce it adopted more or less in scme of our
larger places, where I know there is a great deal of sectarian narrow-
ness and prejudice.”6

His disenchantment with established churches, while gradual, was
strengthened by the conviction that many clerics were more interested

in raising monies from the wealthy than questioning the morality of

5. 7Ibid.

6. Good Papers, Vol. 19/Religion, (Cood to sister Louise, July, 1899),
(219-26).
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the donor. This criticism was fortified by a further persuasion
that the clergy themselves had failed to address themselves to the
social problems of the day. He therefore came to judge all
sermons by the degree to which they were ‘practical' or tackled
current ills. FHe reserved his wrath for thoses based on dogma and
obstruse semantiés' for he saw them as mocking the scriptures by
confusing and hiding rather than clarifving the questions of the
day,7 Such forthright criticism aroused one cleric and his parish-
ioners to look upon him as a dangerous outsider. They especially
resented the fact that he refused to attend regularly any single
church or denomination; this Calvanist minister accused Good of
undermining the strength of organized religion, and claimed that
some Brantford people considered him as being "a grouch at the
Universe as z whole and the Church in particular."'3 Fut even his
critics never denied that he was a2 ‘moral man’ who attempted to
live by the Christian code as he interpreted it. UHevertheless
these criticisms helped isolate him more from organized reliigion
and, by 1219, he temporarily abandoned regular cliurch going and

9 . s
replaced it with private worship.  Fis Christian convictions, however,

7. Good Papers, Vol. 1/Correspondence, (Good to aunt Annie,
Dec. 4th, 1892), (156).

8. Good Papers, Vol. 4/3, (Rev. F.J. Maxwell to Good Apr. 23xd,
1912), (2859-64). (Letter-head-Minister Calvin Church Ilanse,
Pembroke) .

9, He returned to formal religion in the 1920°'s under the banner
of the Presbyteriar Church.



25

never wavered and the Bible always remained his guide to social
action, a continuing help in overcoming human trials and problems.

Good's identification with the Social Gospel deepened his
social conscience and he condemned ever more strongly the
hypocrisy of those who failed to practice what they preached.
Foremost among such persons were those contemporary clerics who
while praising martyrs ignored their examples. He recalled the
story of Christ's life on earth and pointed out that He had died
in poverty, and thus by the standards of the Christian establishment
would have been judged a failure.lo

Good Aid not accept all the credos of the Gospel; he
disagreed that tue Kingdom of Heaven must be approached on earth
through an industrial state, rather he lcoked to a strong agrarian
society to fulfill the pattern of God. Tn this he appeared a
captive of his own belief in the Agrarian Miyth.ll

His understanding of the Gospel caused him to scorn those
who glorified the importance of material wealth. For him one of
the most ~stonishing fzllacies was the belief that rich men as

such were beneficial to society; it was not surprising that his

first quotation from Ely's Introduction to the Study of Political

Economy was on the acquisition of wealth: YA defence is sometimes
Lconomy q

16. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries, (July 21st, 1899}, (15359-61).

11. Good always believed that an agricultural society was superior
to an industrial.



offered for private luxuzy which is sn merifestly wenk that it
scarcely deserves attention. Tt is said, ‘It gives opportunity

Ui
.

to work The sama expenditure for humanity, e observed,
would also have given an equal cpportunity to labour.
iis condemmation of materialism dic¢ not alter his
acceptance of the profil motive, rather what he decried was the
sirgle minded pursuit of material waelth. Le disapproved of
it because he believed that It led to the lovering of meral
standards: he included in his papers the description of a sceune
at the New York Stock Erchange when the U.S. financier John D.
Rockefeller made a profi:t of $30,000,000 in a few hours.,
The frantic-waving of hands, the distorted,; ved

faces. The hoarse bellowing thc rushing orc

messengers who were antangled in the swaying of

“he mob cs it swaved to and fro made it look like

a nob of savages bent upon each others' destruction.

Tt was a struggle for wealth, for thousands of

willions. Fortunes were tossed from cne wan to another

at o wave of a hand . . . . They tore oIf each others’

clothing. Shock their fists in each others’® faces. 13

Good looked behind this spectacle o those who manipulated
the money market and ewewmined the nerals end ethics of some
indivicual vlutocrats in North Am~rica; first he considered
Rockefeller, founder of Standasrd 0il of New Jersey, whose methods
of achieving wea‘rth included having his employees burn Company

books, blow »p opposition cil refineries, murder competitors and

12. Good Papers, Vol. ZG/Notebooks, (Good wrote vut these

passages, c. 1829), (15539;.

13. ©oocd Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries, (Feb. 1Gth, 189¢), 15275-82).
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persecute those who questioned his professional ethiecs. Yet this
same man was considered by some as a ‘practicing’ Christian, for

he was a prominent Baptist and a Sunday School teacher who taught
the virtues cof a frugal life and also was a philanthropist who

gave handsomely to the Baptist Church and the University of Chicago.
Such a person, Good concluded, held double standards, one for his
business the other for Lis private life.

In his walks 2long Rloor Street in Toronto, Gond had
occasion to pass the stately mansinn of Mr. George Gooderham,
distiller and banker. He saw in it not only a grand house in
spacious grounds but one built on foundations of degradation, of
blighted workers® homes and of beastly drunkeness. What moral
code, he asked, could justify such exploitation?

I do not know Mr. Gooderham personally; I dare
say he is a very nice man . . . . He will probably
tell you that it's none of his business what the
salosn keeper may do, that he isg in fair and square
legal ‘business' and who shall say him nay? 15
This attaining of moncy unbound by any moral restraint wes, to
Good, a most evil curse which had crept into mans’ relation to God,
Another estate that attracted his notice while walking

was that of the biscuit manufacturer Mr. Will ‘am Christie: VA man

ocngaged in making as much moncy as prssible, honestly, in order

14. TIbid.

15. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries, (Feb. 19th, 189%), (1528%-91)
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to spend as he 1iked."l6 le criticized, in particular, the use
to which Christie put his wealth. Fe wondered if Christie's
dawdling gardners might not have been better employed in landscaping
the slums of the biscuit workers, and whether it was necessary
to build stables superior in most respects tn the homes of these
workers. What, asked Good, was the life aim of such a man?

Smoke, eat, drink and be merry, thank God

for blessed providence, retire from business,

lecave a fortune behind with lots to the Church,

some to build a Christie kall, plenty to his

family., die and then what? 17

Mr, Massey, Sr., a leading Toronto Methodist, a Pible

Class Teacher and farm implement manufacturer came under Good's
scrutiny. According to his view the Masseys had acquired their
wealth by stifling competition and getting ~ monopoly. Now they
were busy building large edifices including a mausoleum to add
fame and glamour to their rane.

It is much easier LGood observed]) for a Massey

to build, nay, not build, but to cause others

to build a Massey Eall, than to build temples

of the Hnly Chost under his influence and power. 18

It was much simpler, in his words, for Massey to build

an edifice while sending his emplovees home withi docked pay to

their comfortless houses and deprived families than forego his hall

and do justice to his workers.

16. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries (Mar. lst, 1899), (15295-302).

17. 1Ibid.

18. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries (Feb. 1%th, 1899), (15275-82).
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I thes: gtudier hic vas corcorpnd rith thi. matorialist r™ilosophy ar”
its apparent distortion of Christian ideals. He saw an example
of perversion of religious thought in the erection of great
churches: such monuments represented, to Good, an insult to God
insofar as their building attrituted to Him one of the earchly
vices, the love of flattery.

In analysing the attitudes of these capitalists Good
appeared to arrive at two somewhat different conclusions: omne
view presumed that the plutocrats were unaware19 of any immoral
acts, that they were in fact schizophrenic. ‘'They unwittingly
killed by thousands in line of business but also wittingly saved
by the hundreds as acts of Christian charitya“zo This judgement
appeared to accept the thesis that atle, intelligent men were
uninformed of what was going on in their enterprises, a highly
questionable supposition. At another time he inferred that capitalists
had a different set of morals, one for business another for their
personal life; this suggested that they were Egézg?l of the
dissimilarity in their attitudes and accepted it. Good never
clarified the disnarity in his own view but managed to give the
impression that in neither case were the capitalists intentionally

immoral. Be was able to arrive at this conclusion probally because

15. Wy emphasis.

26. Good Papers, Op. Cit.

21. My emphasis.
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he believed the best of his fellow man and blamed society for their
moral lapses.

Good thereby concluded that it was the community that was
at fault and must be improved and the only way to accomplish
that was to encourage a new morality which, to be successful, had
to be promoted by both faith and love. Faith was needed as a moral
shield to protect the reformer from doubt, discouragement and
despair, and to provide him with the required courage to persevere
against opposition. However by itself it was not enough for it
could not succeed without the second emotion, love.

Here indeed was the kernel of Good's Christianity for
love, he believed, was the greatest force in the world and people
responded to it more than any other sentiment. 'Nothing can with-
stand the power of love; opposition melts away like snow before
the April sum"22 e maintained that only when this fact was
understood by Christian reformers, could they work effectively for
a better world.

He always believed that Christianity was practical and
capable of application. His approach to the Bible and to sermons
reflected his confidence that religion was a force to enable man

in overcoming human trials and problems and by so doing perfect himself.

22. Good Papers, Vol. 21/Sciences, ("Jottings on Evolution of Man",
1899), (15866~92).
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He vrote:
Now as all roads used to lead to Rome; so ecvery

line of investigation lecads us to the conclusion that...

the whole environment...is of such a nature and changes

in such a manner as to bring about...the evolution of

A spiritual world, and the supremacy of the Principle of

Love. 23

For him the guiding force in this Universe was a God of
Love. Good saw his mission as one of accelerating God's own
design for the perfectability of man and providing the intellectual
climate which would nurture the ideals of Christian reform.

Good's idea of the Social Gospel was shared by other farm
leaders, inciuding Drury and Morrison. The Gospel howcver was
not a programme in itself: what it furnished these men was the
conviction, the certainty of progress. In the Church going
society of rural Ontario it also provided them with respectability
and enabled them to clothe their ideas in a biblical rhetoric
familiar to the farmers.

But goodwill and moral rectitude do not necessarily lead
to solutions, the Social Gospel was no substitute for a plan of
social rcform. Just because Good telieved in it, did not ensure
that he was able to develop correct legislative rceform proposals

which would command sufficient .political support to ensure their

passage, and as we shall see he failed to do so.

23. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries, (Feb. 19th, 1899), (15275-82).




CEAPTER THREE

The Agricultural liyth

The years since 1890 in Ontario had been a period of
increasingly large population shifts from country to city.
Not only was the size of cities growing rapidly but the industrial
combines were rapidly increasing their power over society. The
whole issue of rural depopulation and urban growth worried and
Llecame an obsession to the farmers. The responsibility for the
decline in rural population was attributed to the attraction of

shorter working hours and higher pay in the cities. The Farmer's Sun

blamed most of the real or imagined ills of society on this development,
As international trade developed, the farmers became
more vulnerable to world price fluctuations. This was an added
problem for agriculture and madc an already risky business even
more hazardous. The a2ra also saw thz decline of the small farm
and the progressive consolidation of the land to larger and larger
holdings, thus the individual farmer working his own land was having
a rough time. Under all these trying circumstarnces it was not
surprising that farmers sought an ideology that would assure them
of their own worth; such was the Agrarian Myth.
The Myth asserted that the farmer on his farm was a more

moral person than the man who lived ip the city, and that society

1. 1In 1901 the rural population of Ontario was 1,246,9CG,
the urban 935,278. 1In 1911 the respective figures were
1,128,803, and 1,328,489,
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could only be saved from decline by sustaining a strong agriculture;
Good proved an elequent spokcsman for this myth.

Good viewed farming as a neans of gettinc close to God,
the communion with nature irherent in it held for him the emotion
of a religious experience. This feeling was strensthened by his
conviction that the gross inequalities of wealth apparent in the
cities and the deprivations of the urban poor were threats to the
physical and moral well being of all people.

Good agreed with the general sentiment of farm spokesmen
that agriculture was the backbone of a moral society,2 but he also
extolled the other pastoral pursuits, lumbering and fishing. He
was convinced that the constant struggle with nature inhecrent in
these occupations was essential to the development of a stable
and happvy people.

0f the three callings, farming he believed, offered the
greatest benefits and he attributed this partly to the particular
relationship between man and woman on the farm. 1In no other
situation was the work of cach sex, so complementary one to another;
the outside labour of the men was complementad by the farmhouse
chores of the females, the harvesting of wheat reached its
conpletion in the bakery oven and the milking of cows was essential

in the production of butter.

2. This viewpoint was ecxpressed by E.C. Drury when he
addressed Laurier during the ‘Siege of Ottawa' in December
1210. George F. Chipman, ed., The Siege of Ottawa, (Winnipeg
(n.p.), 1€13) p.51
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This co-operative atmosphere developed an environment
which Gond viewed as a seed bed nurturing and preserving the
'best blood® in the nation.3 This was not a racist philosophy
but an environmentalist theory: he believed that a person regardless
of origin or a vlant of species would, if well tended, develop
into a healthy living thing. Ip mans’ case, Good's desired end
product was the veomen farmer who, strengthened by his struggle
with nature and with a stake in society in the form of his own
land, would become the cornerstone of the new society that Good
envisaged. Any civilization which lacked a sound aericulture
was unhealthy and doomed to die; this was a "universal law', true
for all countries and at all times.4

He expressed the essence of his feelings towards farming
in characteristically Biblical style:

If life consisteth not in the abundance of

things which a man posesseth, but rather in the clear

understanding of eternal verities, then he who stands

close to mature has much to be thankful for... 5

His philosophy maintained that urban development would lead
to the eventual demoralization of man unless a greater emphasis

was placed on country living. Any mass movement of people to the

cities he deplored on both health and moral grounds: ''Men

3. Good Papers, Vol. 18/Political Matters, (City and Cbuntry,
c.1914-18), (13822-22).

4. Good Papers, Vol. 26/Agriculture, (c.1916), (12201~15) .

5. 1Ibid.
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drift to cities, drift often out of pure air, health, strength,
beauty, drift often in a few generations into physical weakness and
feverish deprawit:y."6 He savw these persons becoming both physically
and morally soft and he blamed much of this on the absence of a
struggle with nature. The urbanite, he portraved, was one sheltered
from the elements, spoilt by having milk delivered to his door,
increasingly preoccupied with self and the acquiring of material
wealth; such an environment inevitably sapped moral fibre.

Le foresaw that the wealth of the industrialists also
represented a threat to the farmers who remained on the land.
The moneyed interests would ultimately invest a portion of their
capital in agriculture; as absentee landlords, they would become
soclal parasites growing rich on the toil of the cultivators, so
that the tillers would become little more than tenant farmers as
exploited as their brothers in the urban areas. They would suffer
a corresponding lowering of their morale and efficiency. A country
which tolerated this would become a state in which cities were
serviced by an inefficient agriculture, a condition heralding the

P . 7
extinction of that civilization.

6. W.C. Good, Production & Taxation in Canada from the Farmers
Standpoint, (Toronto: J.M. Oent, 1919) p.xvi.

7. 1Ibid., o». xvii - xviii.
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Good saw that it would require a fight to avoid such a
fate. The main weapon of the vested interests was propaganda,
and in order to understand this threat he examined both its form
and method. He concluded that it attempted to appeal to the
selfishness and materialism in man. the media it used included
rural classrooms, pulpits and even Eatons' catalogues. To
oppose their effect Good advocated the establishment of an improved
rural system of organization and education. ‘Without organization
rural life degenerates and with its degeneration comes a collapse
of the whole structure.”8 He foresaw that opportunity for leisure
had to be developed to ensure farm families a balanced life and
lessen the attraction of the towns. He pleaded for the establishment
of consolidated schools around which all local educational and
social activities would revolve and suggested that the United
Farmers of Ontaric 'could utiliZe their local branches to assist
in their organizatlon, a proposal never acted upon.9

While Good's view of farming was strongly influenced by
the prevailing concept of the ‘Agrarian lMyth' he nevertheless
realized that industrial centres were necessary if for no other
purpose than to provide machinery for the farm and, conversely,

strong agriculture was essential for the real and permanent success

8. Good Papers, Vol. 16/Agriculture, (Good, "Rural Organization',
unpublished article, ¢.1916,) (12201-15).

9. Good Papers, Vol. 24/Clippings, File U.F.0.,("The Farmer 's
Movement”, address by Good at U.F.0. Convention, Dec. 16th,
1919), (Ottawa Citizen, Dec. 27th, 1919).
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of secondary industry. ¥is criticism was not then of industrialization,
for he believed it inevitable, but rather that Canada Lad industrialized
too quickly.

On the cther hand his idea atout the role of agriculture
in society apvarently underwent modification. Up to Torld War
One he was convipnced that the farmer deserved a specizl status,
but by the end of the Var his attitude had altered. Tc vrote,
"I press the claims of agriculture - claims for justice, not for
special pr:l.v:i.lege.‘”10 The chanpe may have been 2 rasult of
accusations of class corsciousness levelled at him, still even
then it may be presumed he was convinced that farmers were more
equal than others,

While some viewed the rapid growth of the city as something
to be wclcomed and perceived hope in the rise nf industry and
urban living,l1 many Ontarin fermers saw the threat rather than
the expectation, Cond wasz amrne thesc. The excesses nf the Provinces'
industrinalists and the plight of the urban poor affected his point
of view. He was, as wc have seen, willing to accept industrialization,
but he always visualized it in a secondary reole. His main interest
was to make it more humane. Eis ideal was a fzrm society without
great differences in riches;, a co-nperative state in which industry

served agriculture and co-existed with it.

10. Itid.

11. This attitude was exemplified bty the Raverend J.VU. Ajiken in a
speech to the Social Science Congress, Ottawa, lMarch 1914, "it
is cvident that Geod intends to use industrial life to bLripg in
his Fingdom on earth.' Allen, op. cit., p.24.
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Good 1idealized agricultural society but avnided examination
of all of its realities. Ye was awara of the deeradings life 1lcd
by many farmers and their families, a state of affairs which
could not be wholly blamed on rural de~population or the demoralizing
influence of the cities; tut he chose to ipncre it because of bis
belief that agricultural life, with all its failinps, was superior
to that of the cities.

fe never did dwell at length on the existence of the
worker, and only on rare occasions did hc deplore the conditions
under which city workers lived and toiled. Frr him the average
town dweller appearced to be one who, spoilt by the =2rse of
achievinp material nceds, had become morally weak, while the
farmer, steeled in his fisht with nature, had becnme morally
strong. He overlooked the fact that urtanitzs worked hard too.
Whatever the merits of Geod's conclusions, they were arrived at by
the examiration of some but pot all of the realities. It was
his acceptance nf the Aprarian liyth that made it difficult for
him to accept industrializatinn and urbarn living as a progressive
step towards a more equitable society.

In sum Good overlooked the shortcomings of agriculture as
well as the plight of the industrial workers, for he never wrote

of the lives of subsistence farmers or of thc sweat shop canditions
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in the cities. While he believed he took the ‘long view', he was
unable to sce that the wave »f the future would be an industrial
nation supported by agriculture, and that the preatest service he
could perform was to assist his fellows in adjusting to such a
development, Yet in his outlook Good undoubtedly reflected the

views of many of his fellow farmers.



CHAPTER FOUP.

The Co-operative Movement

Around 1900 the sanctity of private property in Canada
was being put into question. Such prominent federal politicians
as Andrew G. Blair and Rolert Borden favoured the government
ownership of railways. Then too the private ownership of public
utilities came to be more and more questioned, in fact in respomse
to the demands for inexpensive electricity the Ontario Govermment
took over the production and distritution of hydro-electric power.

While these actions were aimed at making capitalism
work better, socialists were secking to replace the capritalist
system itself with one based on public ownershivn. Sccialism
attracted support from industrial workerg to a rreater degree
than is evident today.l As early as the 1380°s a Socialist Labour
Party had appeared ir industrial centres of Ontario. It was
succeeded by the Socialist Leacue, oreanized by G. Weston Wrigley,

an acquaintance of Good's, and editor of the Citizen and Country.

The League emphasized government ownership. There was also a
Canadian Socialist Federation whose hcadquarters werce in Berlin,

Ontario. Its organ, Cotton's Weekly, was published in Quebec,

but had a considerable circulation irn the neighbouring province.

1. Almost evory local of the sizeable Western Federation of
Miners had its correcsponding socialist club or party.



41.

Amcng farmers, too, there was to be found movement to
constrain private property. 1In Manitoba they forced the provincial
government to adopt ownership of local grain elevators and urged
the Dominion government to take over the terminal elevaters. Under
farm insistance, government owned rural and urban telephone
systems were formed in all prairie provinces. The western farmers
also called for a government owned railway to Fudsons Bay. Meanwhile

in Winnipeg the Grain Growers®

Company was developing into a
vigorous co-operative marketing agency. Good also joined the movement
to put ownership of property on a more co-operative basis.

In 1896 he read Lenry Georges' The Condition of Labor and

studied the whole question of individual possession. The author
advocated co-operatinon and while not condemning the basic concept
of private ownership attacked the holding of land by the very few:
George questioned whether Cain and Abel could have justly divided
the earth between them; this arpumert impressed Good for after
reading the book he deliberated in almost thc same vein: VIf it
is right for some to have exclusive ownership of land, while
others have not, then il might be right for onc man ‘to own the

earth’. All but this one man could live by suffrance,“z Fc saw such

a claim was absurd.

2. Good, Production and Taxaticn, op. cit., p.32.
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He found support for his cc-cperative cpinions irn Fenry

Drummond’s The Ascent of Man in which tha author stated that a

co-operative society was the highest form of civilization and

God's desire, in fact the Divine Will. Both he and Drummond looked
upon co-operation as an extension of Christian teaching and the
Scotsman's opinions were reflected in Good's "'Jottings on the
Evolution of Man" written shortly after reading the book.

In these 'Jottings’, Gond discussed twe factors which he
found present in the develooment of evolution; altruism, the
struggle for the life of others and self interest, the struggle
for one's own life. He admitted the importance of the second
for it was the basis of his cwn concept of the invigorating role
of manls struggle with natureg3 but he maintained that altruism
as exemplified by co-operation was at least of equal ccnsequence.
He reasomed that without selflessness the species would have become
extinct, he gave an example of a family: The energies of the
parents were devoted to supporting the lives of their children sn
that within the family there was "co-operation, harmony and struggle
for the life of others.:'4 This he concluded was good and should

be extended to socicty as a whole.

3. Good Papers, Vnl. 21/Sciences, ("Jottings on the Evolutian of Man"
1899), (15866-22).

4. 1Ibid.
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le was avare that outside the family egoism, remained the
dominant factor in scciety as people competed for food and
sustenance. While he had previously admitted a degree of competiticn
and struggle was healthy for man, he belicved it temnded to be
wasteful. Fis conclusion was that co-operation was a more efficient
means to ensure survival. To illustratc this he peinted to tle
development of language which, he argsued, could never have
evolved on an individual basis. Learning in any form depended
on the transfer of accumulated knowledge which was impossible to
acquire without co-operation.,5 He maintained that the greater
the harmony, between those in different fields of experience, the
greater the development of civilization. Co-operation was necessary
so that some might specialize and leszrn from others, the alternative
would be a people shut up into their own sphores without knowledge
cf each other. On the basis of this reasoning he argued that
altruism as embodied by co-operaticn was crucial for the advance
of civilization.

A critic attacked Good's view in The Farmer's Advocate and

claimed it gave the brainy man no advantage over the stupid and
inefficient. Good agreed but replied that the strong ought to

bear the infirmities of the weak.6 Predatory braininess and

5. Ibid.

6. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippines, (Good to ed. Farmer's Advocate,
No date).
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efficiency regulated by selfishness only led to misery and
disaster; the spirit of co-operation, on the other hand, even if
it did involve the sharing of wealth with the inefficient led to
a healthier and happier life. Without this individual ccrmittment
and desire, Good foresaw the co-operative movement becoming a
hollow mockery of what it should bc.7

His study of co-~operativism gained momentum in 19Cl when

he made detailed rotes on Ely's Introduction to the Study of

Political Economy. The Professor's work made such an impression

that Good sought to become his student at Visconsin and wrote
immediately to the author.8 Ely's thesis maintained that in the
modern industrial society with its specialization of labour,

man was really freesF when combining with others.9 This pbilosophy
strengthened Good's views although it is unlikely that it caused
hinm to arrive at any new conclusions.

The book helped him to develop his views ar monopoly. He
was willing to concede that the extension nf co—operativism could
lead to a concentrated control of production but he did not
sec this as a bad thing; for under the co~operative system

personal and individual libertv was placed first. He quoted

7. Ibigd.

8. Ely replied that Fellowships in ccrnomics wore difficult to
obtain; however the demands of the farm became such that
Good would have been unable tc continue graduate studies,
Good Papers, Vnl. 1/Correspondence (F.T. Ely, Wisconsin University,
Director of School of Economics and Pnlitical Science to Good,
Feb. 25th, 1901) (602).

9. Richard T. Ely, Introduction tc the Study of Pclitical Economy,
(New York, Eaton, 1899), p.29.
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Ely: ''What shall be our policy? Monopoly is inevitable. Private
monopoly is odious, Public monopoly is a blessing, and the test
of experience proves it.”lo

This attitude made him somcwhat sympathetic towards state
control, as he saw it both as a possible curb against the
threat of private monopoly and as a form of veluntary co-operation
between individual corporations operatine under government
guidance. He looked to it as a potential step towards an eventual
co-operative society.

State ownership however was another question, his experiences
with the Department of Agriculture had made him distrust bureau-
cracies so that he was unwilling to extend partial regulation to
complete contrnl. An exception was the railway system since he
believed it had appropriated an unfair share of the profits of
farming and so should bc placed under public ownership.11

Another panacea which caught his attention during his
student days was socialism. Te attended meetings of the Canadian
Socialist League 1nd the Social Reform League. Both promoted a

Christian variety of the philosophy. Good attended one cf the

latters’ meetings. The subject of the lecture was "The Possibilities

10. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Notebooks, (c.1899), (15566-67).

11. Good, Productidn and Taxation, op. cit., p.90.
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of Reform under the Preseat Industrial System™ and described
the organization of the National Cagh Register Commany of Dayton,
Ohio. He gained the impression from the speaker that the companys
internal organization was largely socialistic. Ie appavently saw
socialism as primarily a humanitarian nhilosophy which practiced
kindness and consideration.l2 His major reservation was bis fearv
that it would result in a cnmplex bureaucracy which estifled
individualiry.

Communism also care to his attention while at University,
it meant for him simply communal owrership: Theoretically he
believed in it and like Henry Ceorge conceded it might e the
highest possible state attainable by man. Good defended it against
charges of being either immoral or illogical and saw co-operation
as a possible step by which it might evolve. lie insisted, however,
that it wees a develoornant for the future and Le did not greatly

3

concern nimzelf about the issue.

Wailc examining thoese various alternatives his hopes remained
firmly with the practice of co-operativism which hed, for him,
the humanity of socialisa without its supvosed stifling bureaucracy.,
The struggle for co-operation was his great moral crusade vhose
immediate object was the establishment of justice in industry and

commerce. Ultimately he foresaw a new social order demanding

12. Good Papers, Vol. i/Correspondence, (Gcod tc his sister Louise,
Jan. Yl4th, 1900), (323-32¢).

13. Good Papers, Vol. 3/Correspondence, (Good to G. Waldren,
Sept. 16th, 1916)., {(2124).
There is no evidence that he ever read the <orks of Karl Marx.
Good would have opposed the coucept of class con’lice.
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and developing a new character in which individual and social
responsibilities were blended. Thus co-operation was the major
motif in history, the theme which should and would dominate.
This belief was an essential element in his philesophy.

The plight of the farmers in Ontario led them to seek in
co-operation way out of their difficulties. The two major
influences upon this movement in Ontario were the Populists in
the United States, and the Rochdale Pinneers in Britain. While
the U.S. co-operators applied their philosophy to a wide range
of businesses, the British concentrated on consumer co-operatives,
and it was this type that found favour with Ontario farm leaders.

Co-operatinn did not play the part in Ontario's life that
its supporters had hoped, and survival for consumer ‘co-ops’
was most difficult. Among the problems faced were those of a
scattered and mobile population, a strongly established system
of private enterprise, a spirit of frontier style individualism,
and a lack of the type of class consciousness which had helped
motivate the English co-operators.

Individual comsecration was very important; in it Good saw
the reason for success of the movement in Great Britain while
its lack was the cause of its relative weakness in North America.
To illustrate his first premise he approvingly quoted the leader

of the British Labour Party, J. Ramsay l'acdcnald:
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You should take care that your cash docs not lose
your soul. The Co-coperative Movement is not a money
making concern. Money making with co-operators is a
means to an end, and that end is the uplifting of the
people of the country; to put them on a strong, firm,
unassailable foundation of personal and individual
liberty. 14
Good maintained that Morth America had allowed a far lower

ideal to prevail, too often money making had been the primary
concern of co-operators with the result that the movement had lost
its essence and failed in its primary objective of developing a
new morality.

As previously noted, Good, George Keen and Samuel Carter
had founded the first nation-wide co-operative company, the
Co~operative Union of Canada in 1908.,15 By 1913 a series of
circumstances gave impetus to the movement. The cost of living had
increased and there had been an influx of co-operators from the
United Kingdom, also the emergence of huge economic empires
unregulated either by government or morality had fanmed the flames
of popular discontent. The Union now counted twelve affiliated
societies including four in Ontario; its object was to unite
co-operative enthusiasts in English speaking Canada into an ih egrated

movement capable of reforming Canadian society. Keen, Good and

Carter approached this challenge with a willingness for self-sacrifice

14. Good Papers, Vol. 3/Correcspondence, (Good to J. Prewster, a
co—~operator, Sept. 17th, 1916), copy, (1925-27).

15. Ch. One; The Setting and Perscnal Packground, p.l5.
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and sense of humanitarianism bordering on the religicus. Their
hope was to create a ncw soclety based upon the interests of the
consumer in which speculatinn and the influepnce of wealth would be
eliminated.l6

Good was aware that his co-conerative commonwealth was, as
yet a vision, and he was under no misconceptions that it would be
achieved soon. He foresaw the decline of 'laisscz-faire' capitalism,
the rise of state socialism, and the increasing trend towards
dictatorship. Ee beliceved that through educaticn in the co-operative
philosophy, people could learn the virtue of selflessness. 1If
this judgement was wrong it was due to his faith in man's ability
to improve. However naive this might appear today, it does not
detract from his role in maoping out the course for the co-operative
movement. This led to farmers applying co-operative principles
in segments of credit, banking, housing, manufacturing, merchandising
and a variety of community services. Apart from his work as an
educator Good's greatest social contribution was in fact this
wedding of co-operative principles to the organized farm movement

in Ontario.

16. Macpherseon, op. cit., p.iii.



CEAPTEE. FIVE

The Tariff and the Single Tax

Canada; during the years 1896 to 1919, was a society
of growing economic inequality. An increasing number of farmers
were becoming uneasy at the concentration of wealth in the hands
of the few, they feared the domination of industrial and political
life by small groups of allied interests, and resented a plutocracy
apparently sustained hy tariff protected industries whose profits
did not filter down to the common people.
Originally many farmers had supported the National Policy
but gradually a conviction arose among them that it discriminated
against agriculture. Although the Liberal Farty had stood for
low tariffs when it came to power in 1896, it in general, continued
a high level of protection. But in 1910 it proposed frec trade with
the United States in natural products as well as in a selected
list of semi~finished and fully manufactured articles. Unfortunately
for the hopes of the farmers the Laurier Govermment was defeated
in the election of 1911 before reciprocity could be carried through.
For a number of years the tariff question lav dormant,
but towards the end of the war it became important again and
provided the impetus in Ontaric as well as the West for the formation

of the Progressive Party in 1919.
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Meanwhile some farm leaders had beccme interested in
cnother form of taxation, the Single Tax which was designed to
replace the use of tariffs as a source of revenue. It was first
proposed by Henry George, the American cconomist, in his book

Progress and Pfverty. It was not right, according to the author,

that an owner reap the full benefit of the increase in the value

of land; rather it should be returned to the society in the form of
a tax. Urban people would bear most of this tax because land
values increased more quickly in cities. Many farm leaders were
proponents of the Single Tax, prominent amcng them in the West
were T.A. Crerar, H.W. Wood, and G.F. Chipman. In Ontario farm

circles both Good and Drury were its advocates.

Good aiways maintained that the existing tariff systen
~drrored the lack of selflessness among Canadians. ‘We are yet',
he lamented, "as a people strangely individualistic"lg he was
therefore not surprised that many accepted a protectionist
method which catered to select individuals. Although his moral
indiguation arose while he was still young, his economic criticism

evolved more slowly; indeed as late as 1903 he observed there

was no satisfactory solution of the tariff problem possible.2

1. Good Papers,Vol. 17/Tariff, (Good to ed. Weekly Sun, May 6th,
1003), (13161-70). —

2. Good Papers, Vol. 1l/Correspondence, (Gocd to J. Ballachey,
Sept. 25th, 189%96), (33-38).
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Up to then he accepted protectionism as a nccessary evil. His
slowness in completely condemning the tariff may have been caused
by some hope that the Liberals would evolve an economic policy
satisfactory to farm interests.

When he began his attacks on tariffs in 1903, he examined
and criticized the claims of its proponents. One assertion made
was that the tariff was good because it cultivated nationalism.

He was willing to agree that such might be true but believed

it would be a bad kind of nationalism which would discourage

trade, develop chauvinism and promote international animosity and
mutual dislike.3 To substantiate this he cited the example of the
United States where the tariff had had toc ..." the teaching of enmity
towards its neighbours and destroying the U.S.'s sense of brotherly
feeling";4 He warned that no good could come from such economic
isolation.

Another defense held that tariffs helped build a diversified
national economic life, a fact which Good admitted might be true,
but he doubted whether artificial measures were necessary in such
a variegated country as Canada. Fe also questioned if a diversity
of occupation, tending to a very widely extended division of labour,
was always desirable.., 'particularly when it is secured at the

expense of directing industry into relatively unprofitable channels...""

4. Good Papers, Vol. 27/Tariff, (Good to ed. Veekly Sun, lay 6th, 1903).
(15161-70).

5. 1Ibid.
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One of the major defensec of protectionism was that it
enabled native infant industries to compete on an eaual footing
against large foreign counterparts. Good was, at first, willing
to grant such industries short term subsidies if they were
established in particularly favourable locations.6 Nevertheless
it was his general view that it would be better te pay rare for
articles from abroad than offering a heavy subsidy to ‘domestic
tyreﬂ.ts'.7 However even this attitude hardened further; in 1908
he asked, 'When did any ‘infant', ever maintain and voluntarily
relinguish its hold over the bottle?"8 His answer, never. Perhaps
the reason f£nr his stronger view was the relatively high Liberal
tariff of that year.

Hz finally examined the argument that a tariff helped
maintain a high standard of living by ensuring that 'cheap' goods
were not imported thereby forcing a lowering of the wage scales
at home. Good argued that this failed to prasent the whole picture;
for if the workers' wages were reduced by foreign competition they

nevertheless benefitted by getting their supplies more cheaply.9

6. Favourable, it may be presumed, meant access to raw materi-i~_
labour and markets.

7. €-cd Papers, op. cit.

8. Good Papers, Vol. 17/Tariff, ("Tariff, Bounties and the Fa-mer"
University Magazine article* by Good, Oct. 1908), (13171-92).

9. Geod Papers, Vol. 27/Tariff (Good to ed. Weeily Sun, May 6th,
1903), (15161-70).
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In the period 1910 to 1919 he was preoccupied with both
farm and family and apart from three short intervals his public
fight against protectionism lapsed. 1In 1211 he was active in
supporting reciprocity seeing it as a renewal of the struggle
for free trade. While not involved with the Liberal Party during
the 1911 election he worked to endorse reciprocity through farm
organizations by encouraging farmers to get out and vote. lle
re-stated his views that protection created international hostility,
countenanced special privilege, operated against apriculture and
made for political corruption. Good meanwhile attacked the
Conservative Party in playing on the people's fear of annexation;
he characterized such a claim as unrealistic nonsense.

The defeat of reciprocity left him despondent and it was
not until 1915 that he returned to the anti-protectionist fray
to assail alleged wartime discrimination against agriculture. He
used a meeting of the Dominion Grange as a platform to deliver a
fighting speech attacking the immorality of the protected interests,
"of those who would ‘take something for nothing' and much for
1ittle.”10”'Thoase' referred to the financiers who allegedly offered
little of thelr own capital while demanding subsidies and tariffs
from the government. Such persons he considered as anti-social and

he warned his audience against their activities. A way to defeat

10. Good Papers, Vol. 1€/Agriculture, (Good's address to the
Dominion Grange, Dec. 20th, 1915), (12188-200).
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their machinations was by abolishirg the existing tax system
which was “fallacious in theory, vicious in practice, unchristian
in principle, the prolific leader of political occuption."ll The
final damnation, in his eyes, was that it thwarted his dictum that
if a2 man did not work meither should Lc become wealthy, a view
which illustrated his conviction that the ‘protected class’ was
parasitic.

The next occcasion that he bccame involved was in 1917 with
the Oleo-Margarine issue, when butter producers sought protection
apainst this cheaper substitute. Good sympathized but advised
the dairymen it would be hard to convince a poor man that prohibition
of margarine was anything but selfishness on their part. FHe
defended his sentiment on two counts: first that no one should have
the right to dictate to others, second that it was a necessary
tactic in the fight against the protected interests. He realized
that he could not support protectionism for one group and oppose
it for the other, a claim for discriminatory legislation could only
strengthen the demand for the same by industry so a victory by the
dairy farmers would likely prove a boom.erang.l2

He had become increasingly conscious of the similarity

of interests between the urban and agrarian consumers and

11. TIbid.

12. Good Papers, Vol. 4/1, (Good to J. Ilfiller, ed. Canadian Countrymen
Feb. 18th, 1917), copy. (2489).
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avare that if the industrial workers got the idea they were
being exploited by the butter producers it would be the easiest
thing in the world for the 'interests’ to feed this antagonism.
The manufacturers would then pit farmer against factory worker
and continue to bleed them both mercilessly.13

In 1918 he analyzed the effects of the tariff system upon
the agriculturalists and maintained it had caused a 207 rise in
the cost of goods from the United States while at the same time
lccal manufactured products increased in price by 30%.14 Eis figures
raise a question for while protection increased the price of foreign
goods it is difficult to see why that of Canadian manufactured
merchandise rose even more. He did not attempt to explain this
inconsistency and one is left to presume that, in his view,
protection resulted in the opportunity of the few in all countries

to profit at the expense of the many.l5

13. Good Papers, Vnl. 16/Agriculture, (Good to ed. Weekly Sun,
Ne date), (12165~69).

14. Good, Production and Taxatinnr in Canada, op. cit., pp. 38-40.

15, As a footnote in his book Production and Taxation in Canada
he included a quotation ascribed to Canadian manufacturers
that the tariff allegedly brought about neither higher prices
to the consumer or protected industries. lie kept this material
nnly as an illustration of the perfidy of the industrial
interests, it was opposite to his own views. W.C. Good,
Ibid., pp. 39-40.
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II

Prior to entering University and long before hkis attitude
towards the tariff had hardened, Good was searching for an
alternate and more equitable way of raising money and he found it
in the Single Tax. Ile had been introduced to this theory by Tenry

George's book, Condition of Labor and alsc by related articles in

The Templar. Essentially the tax was on land values, not on
improvements to land, it aimed at providing a deterrent to speculatinn.
The value was to be detcrmined by such factors as the land’s
position, condition, resources and fertility. If the property was
serviced by newly built schools and shops, its land value would

rise because its location had been improved; unused or not the

owner would still pay an increased tax. If a structure was built

on the lot the ovner would be able to pay this increased assessment
with the rents accruing from the building. If the same piece of land
was left unused; the real estate would bring in no income and the
owner would have difficulty in paying the larger tax. In effect

the resulting levy would have a confiscatcry effect, the non-user
would not have his land appropriated by the state but would probably
go bankrupt. Good's initial reaction was hopeful, "if it will do
what is claimed for it i.e. prohibit any person living from the
labor of others, or monopolizing natural opportunities’ [rasources],

"then the sooner it is established the better..”16

16. Good Papers, Vol. 1/Correspnondence, (Good to J. Dallachey,
Sept. 25th, 1896). (33-38).
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By 1916 he was convinced that the Single Tax was practical,

and quoted Fenry George: ‘.. all land values are confiscated by

the state, and the only way in which land owners can escape ...
17

certain bankruptcy is for them also to tecome usere of land ...
He was convinced that the Single Tax would provide more than a
sufficient revenue for govermment and so enable it to abolish all
other means of impost thereby relieving wape earners from the burden
of taxation.

A further advantage to the farmer was that land would be
initially cheaper. Good argued that the agriculturalist would not
pay an increase in taxes until his improvements had resulted
in a larger income by which time he would be able teo pay more
easilycl8 To illustrate this premise he wrote an article that
portraved an imagined frontier community in which the first
arrivals appropriated the best lands and sc btenefitted most as
the society prew; inasruch as they probably founded their
properties near the centre of the community they were able to
share morce fully in the improved facilities. Also as the fertility
of their land ensured them a high income, they were in an improved
position to use the gradually increasing labour force; thus as their

land values grew at a greater rate than those of the late comers in

17. Good Papers, Vel. 6/1 (Good tc ed., Weekly Sun, Mo date, c¢.1916),
copy, (2456-59).

18. Good, Production and Taxation in Canada, op. cit., p.47.
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thie outskirts, they were hetter able to pay the higher tax rate.
The exact method of determining or assessing this charge was not
specifically mentioned but it was to have been such that all
abnormal increases in land values would have resulted ir an
extremely high tax upon those not using their property. In this
context Good referred to it as a socialized tax by which he meant
that ‘excess profits' would be put to communal use. They would be
. 19

returned to the community for the benefit of all. 7

Good denied the charge that the tax was socialistic, he
maintained that there was no similarity between the philosophy
cf George and that of Marx.20 To substantiate his view he quoted
George:

I do not propose either to purchase nr to confiscate

private property in land. The first would be

unjust; the second needless ... let them continue to

call it their land ... We may safely leave them the

shell, if we take the kernel - It is not necessary

to confiscate land; it is only necessary to confiscate

rent. 21

Good used this quotation to emphasize that the tax was not aimed

against private ownership.

19. 1Ibid.

20. As already noted there is no evidence that he ever read -
Marx. His knowledge of the various schools of socialism was
apparently limited.

21. Henry George, Progress and Poverty, (New York, D. Appleton &
Co., 1886), p.364.
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To justify this levy on land, he compared the alleged
effect of the tariff system upon Ontario farmers with the hypothetical
result if the Sirrle Tax had been used. te pave the period 15610
to 1914 as an examplc. Fe claimed that under the direct tax on
land values the farmers wculd tave naid $8,000,000, all of which
would have gone into the Federal Treasury, whereas under the direct
tariff tax Ontario farmers did pay $8C,000,300C of which $60,000,000
went into the pockets of the tariff beneficiaries, the industrial
interests. 22

After World War One fell upon Canada, the Borden government
saw fit to introduce the income tax which Gond condenned as at
best a makeshift or palliative. "It works abominably in practice
because of its impossibility of determining with any degree of
justice what one's income really is.r23 However difficulties of
assessnent did not deoter him frem advocating the Single Tax; his
main reason for opposing the imposition on income was probably
because the burden of taxation could be more readily placed on the
wage earner than on ore with an unearned increment. His primary
concerns were economic equalitarianism and the ending of land

speculation and his believed that the land tax offered a better

22. Good, Prnduction and Taxation, op. ecit., ».1C5.

23. Good Papers, Vol. 3/Correspondence, (Good to G. Waldron,
June 2nd, 1916), (20923-94).
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opportunity to achieve these aims. Certainly the levy on income
during Vorld War Onc failed to halt speculaticn or profiteering
and while the Wational Income did grov and farmers prospered in the
wartime boom, the polarization between the wealthy and pnor continued
to increase., Such circumstances confirmed Good in his belief
that ultimate moral and cconomic salvation lay imn the imposition
of a Single Tax.

In 1919 he compiled and elaborated on his tax proposals in

a book called Pro@uction dnd Taxation in Canada, a work of which

0.D. Skelton wrote: "If we had a few more such honest and informed
attempts to deal with Canadian economic problems, our nublic opinion
would be in a healthier shape..”z4 In his bonk Good accepted the
premise that agriculture was the tiasis of societv and the most
important primary industry; thus he concluded, the presperity of

a country rested fundamentnally orp the affluence of its farming.

He was concerned that Canada's agriculture was not in a healthy
condition and believed therc were two causes: firstly. certain

industries were taxing for their ovm private profit, by means of a

tariff; secondly, the existing system of taxation operated against

24, Good Papers, Vnl. 4/2, (0.D. Skelton tc Good, Jan. 9th, 1918),
(2677-80). C.D. Skelton was then Head of the Department of
Political and Economic Science at Queen's University.
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labour in that it taxed teil rather than land. Fe maintained that
production rested oun a dual tasis of land and labour which in turn
produced rent and wages. Cf these two factors, 2 man had a
greater right to call his labour his own than he had to appropriate
a piece of land exclusively to himself. This conclusion led to
his further expounding the wirtues of the Singlé Tax and the
need to atolish the tariff, he particularly notad the moral need
of cuch a reform.
In Canada we have, by human enactment, violated the

moral law which commands a just distribution of wealth.

Our governments have been too ready to listen to the

Circean song of the social parasite. Taxetion has been

made an instrument for extortion. 25

The few, he maintained, had enriclied themselves at the
expense of the many, a class of idlers lived in luxury upon
other people's earnings.

The Sinple Tax proposal faced strong opposition not only
fron vested interests but from such friends of the farmers as
Goldwin Smith who opposed throwing the wholc burdenm of taxation
upon land.26 In 1919 the Manitoba Assessment and Taxation Commission
made the most rigorous examinaition nf the tax. It stresscd the
Aifficulty of distinguishing loznd values from improvement values,
and concluded that the tax was too narrov 2nd unreliable a basis

for civic revenue. Hevertheless farmer agitation for the Single Tas.

continued into the war years.

25. Good, Productiocn and Taxation, op. cit., pp. 132-133.
Circean was an island sorceress in the Odyssey who turned her
victims into hcasts.

26. Goldwin Smith, Labour and Capital, {London: acmillan, 1207), p.3".
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I11

In 191% when the war had ended Good observed that surely
now the command to "wash you, make you clean; put away the
evil of your doings from before mine eves; cease to do evil:
learn to do well; seek justice'--must be followed with renewed
energy.27

Thus Good judged the tariff system as a moral issue;
he ,saw in protectionism a device which enabled a small group
of unscrupulous and strong persons to acquire ‘God’s natural
gifts to mankind,' by stopping the free flow of physical resources
throughout the world; this was bad. TFree trade was needed to
develop amity and understanding between classes and nations; with-
out it a peaceful world would be difficult to achieve.

Meanwhile the campaign against the tariff increased in
scope and reached a climax in the federal election of 1921.
The movement for freer trade was led by the Natiomal Progressive
Party whose success in having twenty two members elected from
Ontario alone, bore testimony to the public®s support for tariff
reform.

That Good's ideas on the tariff were in tume with the news
of the party was illustrated by the fact that he was selected to
explain and defend the Progressive's platform at the opening session

of the House of Commons in 1922.

27. Good, Production and Taxation, op. cit., pp. 132-133.



CEAPTER SII

Imperialism, Militarism and Var

By the late 15th Century nany of the concents about British
imperialism were in process cof chanpe. In one instance the
old idea of colonizl patermalism "1as peing replaced by 2 vision
of a centralized federation of English speakina white colonies
and the -a~273a3+ mormt—y,the prochet of this new imperialism
was the Colonial Cecretary, Joseph Chamberlain. This strategy
was opposed by many Liberais who believed that the Empire could
best be preserved by each Inglish speaking Dominion having as
much autonomy as was corsistant with the preservation of the imr-. 'al
tie,

In Canada a good number of people subscribed to the idea
of a centralized Empire as the best instruwernt to carry out
their aims. This idea was pronagated first by Canadian
branches of the Imperial Federation League, originally established
in 1885, and later by its suvccessor in Canada, <he Britich
Empire League. Their mnin obiectives *rere to promote imperial
unity, and to attack the movement for commercial union with
the United States. Another agent of imperialiecm wore the Round
Table Sroups, established in Canada ia 1%0¢ and backed by
monies secured by Lord lMfilner. Their objective was to turn the
empire intc a centralized rartnership. They included among

their membership many distinguished figures including Sir
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Joseph Flavelle, a friend of Good's.l By 121¢ the Found Table
had become well established in Canada.

As distinct from the centralists, the autonomists had
only nild concern for the Empire, they were interested in
Canadian affairs, HNevertheless they toc wished to keep the
Eritish connec Hon and were prepared to help the mother
country. A typical representative of this school was Laurier
who agreed to Canadian participation in the South African Var,
favoured a Canadian Navy which could be turmed over to Britain,
and supported Canada aiding the Pritish war effort in 1914..

Imperialism and militarism were considered by most
Canadians as synonomous, as both ideologies believed in military
preparedness. The militarists were convinced that cadet training
produced a better class of citizen, some went as far as to
glorify war as an adventure. Civen the stimulus of the South
African War, and the armaments race, militarism emerged as one
of the values which made up Canadian imperizlism.

Militarism was opposed by a variety of people such as
the Trades and Labour Congress, the Grange, the Scciety of
Friends, some Methodist congregations, Goldwin Smith's
Weekly Sun, and the pacifists. The source of oppositinn was

to be found in British liberal thought transplanted to Canada.

1. 8Sir Joseph Flavelle was a member, with Gnod, cf the Poard
of Directors of the University of Toronto. Geod disagreed
with many of Flavelle's views.
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Allied to this mistrust of militarism was indigenous North
American isolationism. After 19C0 opposition was increased by
a growing pacifist movement which owed much of its stremngth
to an economic interpretation of war. Most pacifists reflected
the liberal conviction that armament trusts were the sole
beneficiaries of war.
Good was an autonomist who believed in the preservation
of the British Empire. He attacked a strongly centralized
system and by 8o doing appeared to some imperialists to be
threaterning the integrity of the Empire.2 Good however was
convinced that the imperialists had misread the lessons of
history by failing to see that centralization could lead to
collapse of the Empire.3 He advocated instead a loose association
of sovereign states, for he was convinced that Canada by achieving
a measure of autonomy peacefully had strengthened the Empire
proving that decentralization was not only possitle but preferable.4
In his study »f imperialists in Canada he had, at first,
looked upon them as misguided but relatively harmless persons
but he gradually came to see them as a clique of outsiders with

Canadian connections striving solely for their own personal

2. Good Papers, Vol. 4/1, (P. McArthur to Good, Mar. 5th, 117),
(2499).

3. Good Papers, Vol. 4/1 (Good to McArthur, Mar. 13th, 1917),
(5506) copy.

4, Ibid.
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proflt,J Thin view reflected his belief ia the ‘conspiracy of
the few’'.

Before World War One Ccod had given a preat deal of
thought to militarism and war. He ceme to believe that militarism
was the manifestation of extreme nationalism; although he himsclf
had faith in a sovereign Canada and its mission,c ke opposed
ultra chauvinism as contributing tc a potentially war-~like
atmosphere. Ule cited two. examples of how militarism used
jingoism., One incident occurred at the outtreak of the South
African War, the other at its conclusion. The first, occurred
at the gala send off of the Canadian contingent, caused him to
ask, "What is the meaning of all this? The body of men poing
to South Afrcice to shoot Boers, their human brothers... Whence

. . ;'}/ . °
all this enthusiasm? He corncluded it was but nationalist

=3

wsterin spurred on by miiitarist propaganda and cdoubted wvhether
such emoiion would have bteen evnked if, instead of war, the men
were going on a nissimrn of pcace te help the African penples.
The secoud,case at the end cof the conflict Good acknowledged was
an opportunity for rejoicing: yet the celebrasts, he observed,

were motivated differently from himself. The crowd seemed

5. Gocd Papers, Vol. 1%3/Social Problems, (Good tc ed. Farmer's
Advocate, article entitled "Uar Monpers™;, c.1915), (14437-41).

6. Good considered that Canada had a mission to spread the
spirit of co-cperation throughout the world.

7. Good Fapers, Vol. 19/Social Problems, (Grod to ed. Farmer's
Advocate, article entitled “Var Mongers', c. 1915), (14437-41).



stirred not by joy alone but by rancour against their recent

enemies; he blamed this sentiment on militarist propaganda

and feared that such hate might be carried to future generations.
That he found the churches culpable in the promotion and

maintenance of such a martial gpirit particularly distressed

him. @e presented several occurrences to substantiate his

fear. The use of church bells to herald allied victories he

considered reprehensible especially as each battle had been

won at the cost of many human lives.n He was alsc concerned

about the singing of the Nationsl Anthem in Church and refused

to join in the second stanza because the prayer for victory

over the Queen's enemies was at variance with the Christian

profession of faith in the brotherhood of man,10 A third example

was a sermon which glorified war entitled 'The Baptism of Blood.

He condemned it as ‘one of the most barbarcus utterances that

has ever come from the mouth of 2 professing minister of the

gospel.”ll Such incidents tended to loosen his ties with

organized religion.

8. 1Ibid.

)
°

Ibid.

10. Good Papers, Vol. 1/Ccrrespondence, (Good to sister Louise,
March 4th, 1%00), (355-%6).

1l. Good Papers, Vol. 1/Correspondence, (Good to his mother,
Feb. 11lth, 1901), (532-533).
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As a youth Good had 2 romantic attitude towards var
g ] y ~ t, 1 : 12 O] )
gimilar to thai of Cclonel George T. Cenison but in Good's

. . _ : 13, . _ v

case it was a temporary aberration. faurice Eutton's
acceptance o7 war a2s a means of eeding nut the unfit always
~emaired an anszthema to hin.

Good's firsi writings on thce subject concerned the Greek-
Turkish hostilities of 1897, he saw them as a game fought by

. 15 .
two brave evenly matched sides: the rights or wrongs of war
did not apparently concern him until the outbreak in South Africe
in 1899. That same year he studied the importance of fighting
in history and concluded that past conflicts may have been
cxplicable; :his did pot necessarily mean just, br: rather they
: . . 1

were an unavoidable facto:r in the progress of maa.

He conceived a just war as ome in which onc party had a
moyal richt: Zo~ them it was just, for the others it was not.
Justice, he “elieved, 707 oa the sicde of *the United Ringdom in

South Africa and Weorld Ylar One. He accepted the premise that

12. Colomel Tenison sar active cervice in rcatv aveas only.
He loo'™ed -won war as an exhilerating sport.

13. Good Pape:s. Vol. l/Corvespcadence, (Good to his mnther,
Apv. 25th, 1897}, (116-117;.

14. Huatton was Prircipal of Uaiversity Collepge.
15. Good, op. cit.,

16. Good Papers, Vol. 21/Sciences, ('Jottings on _he Evolution
of Man', 1899), (15£56-92).
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as societies advanced towards greater Aerccracy, the pumber of

conflicts would decrease although the proportion of those that

were just would increase. ke reasoned that as rmatinns acquired,

through democracy, a higher degree of morality they would be less

prone to get involved in immoral hostilities.l7 Just or unjust

he never, after 1899, recenciled himself to any act of war and

while admitting that it might be necessary and productive of

Good he maintained that it still involved bloodshed,'....put it

in the best light possible and it is still murder."le
Yet Good was not a pacifist. Ee believed in just wars,

and unlike the 'peace’ school in Canada he vas not isnlationist, he

considered that Canada had a major role to »lay in thc search for

world peace by providing an example for the rest of the world.

Before the First World War he had agreed with Norman Angell on

the desirability of unilateral disarmament,lg arguing that

an unarmed Canarda could not be dragged int. others quarrels

and would therefore be more likely to remain on friendly terms

with all powers. He outlined his idealistic and messianic views

in a letter to Laurier in 1909.

17. 1Ibid.
18. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries, (Oct. 25th, 1859¢), (15572-4).
1¢. A leading British pacifist who was influential in Canada.

J.A. Macdonald, "The Peace Schcol”, Canadian Annual Review,
1914, pp. 132-143.
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Are we not on this continent free from many of the
ancient wrongs that crush the people of the older countries
bound by all that is sacred to live up to our own opportunities
and to show other nations that we can get along without
armies and navies(?) 29
In his reply the Prime Minister expressed symvathy with

Good's views but pleaded the realities of power politics, ...
unfortunately our standards of civilization was (sic) not yet

high enough for that ideal.,"21

Good was probably not surprised
and certainly not persuaded by the answer.22

He remained highly critical of persons who advocated
armaments. While he attacked those motivated primarily by
profits he reserved his main attack for the imperialists. He
wrote a critique on an article in The Globe; the paver had
voiced the imperialist viewpoint and claimed that once the Germans
realized the Empire would not be beaten in the naval race,23 a

great thing would have been done for the cause of world peace.

Good in a letter to The Weekly Sun enquired...”Is it upon such

a basis that peace is realized, forced upon other nations at

20. Good Papers, Vol. 2/Correspondence, (Good to Laurier, 1909),
(001479~001500).

21. Good Papers, Vol. 2/Correspondence, (Laurier to Good, Oct. 29th,
1909), (001479-001500).

22. Both letters were primarily concerned with Laurier's advocacy of a
Canadian Navy. That the Prime Minister replied at all reflected
the importance he placed on Good's influence in the Farm Movement.

23. The British Government had sought aid from Canada to build battleships.
Good opposed both assistance to the Royal Navy and Prime Minister
Laurier's plan for a Canadian Navy.
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24

the cannon's nouth?"" " Ilis answer was no: that Canada was being
asked to build a navy for such a purpose he considered arrogant
and foolish.

Good viewed the philosophies of imperialism and militarien
as dangerous weapons employed by self interested persons to
stampede people into war: therefore these concents had to be
exposed and destroyed before any advance could be made towards
peace. But even after their destruction absolute peace would
not result immediately. There would be a further period during
wvhich 'protected interests®’ would continue to wage economic warfare
using tariffs instead of guns.25 This conclusion seems naive for
it presumes that economic warfare would never turn to military
force. His attitude may best be explained by his pre-occupation
with the aims of business co-operation and the threat of industrial
canfrontation; his engrossment in peacefully promoting a co-
operative society may have blinded him to the fact that persons
rarely gave up private profits without a fight, whether the
sources of such gains were at home or abroad.

In the final analysis Good believed that international

behavior depended on individual morality. It was therefore

24. Good, "Letters to the Editor," Weckly Sun, (lov. 24th, 1007), p.7.

25. Good Papers, Vol. 21/Sciences, ('"Jottings on the Evolution of
Man', 1899), (15866-72).
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imperative that each person reassess his attitudes so that the

world could live in harmony. It was thus necessary to revise

those aspects of nationalism which denigrated other countries.

National interest should never be put abcve that of mankind.26
We are bidden now to cubordinate local and

provincial interests to the welfare of the whole nation

or Empire, thz next step must be the subjection of

national interests to the welfare of the world community.

In his view this could best be served by sovereign
states co-operating together and cultivating the Christian spirit
of love and understanding.

The ‘conspiracy of the few’ represented a continvous
thread in Good's thought; he saw it responsible for both imperialism
and militarism,28 le was therefore receptive to the thecis of
U.S. Congressman Clyde, H. Taverner who claimed that World Wex
One was pronoted by a World Trust comprised of militarists and
armament manufacturers.29 Good believed that outside tho

Trust were persons who conspired to supnort its aims. These

individuals included army contractors, sinecure ceekers, protected

26. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, (""The Problem of Disarmament",
Article to ed. Brantford Expositor, Jan. l4th, 1911),

27. Good Papers, Vol. 19/Social Problems, ('Master‘s Address
to the Annual Session of the Dominion Crange™, 1915),

(1447-51).

28. This belief is also evident in his views on tazation and partyis..

29. Good Papers, Vol. 19/Social Probtlems, (Cood to ed., Farmer's
Advocate entitled ‘War Mongeirs™, c. 1915), (14437-41},




74'

interest, privileged classes and 'yellow' journalists, all of
whom through war hoped to increase their material wealth or
prestige.3

The warlike atmosphere was cxploited, Good maintained, by
the governing class in Canada to divert peoples attention from
nuch needed reforms. The threat of war was thus used as a means
of retaining the status quo. When war broke out his worst
suspicions were confined. The demands for increased food
production were making themselves felt upon agrarian Canada. Good
was sympathetic to this need but argued that agriculture had to
be guaranteed a greater share of the national wealth if it were
to increase productivity: the mere act of urging the farmer
to be diligent and patriotic was useless unless accompanied by
a more equitable distribution of consumer goods,31 Be also saw a
dangerous trend in the increasing number of farm labourers lured

off the land by the high wages of munition making.

30. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, (Good to ed., Brantford Expositor.
Jan. 1l4th, 1911), p.16. It might appear that Good's acceptance
of Taverner's theory destroyed his argument that World War One
was a just war for the British Empire, but he was able to
separate the acts of the trust and those supporting it from the
philosophies and deeds of the actual belligerents; the roles of
the latter, particularly of the German militarist, determined
his attitude towards that conflict.

31. Good Papers, Vol. 11/Clippings (Good to ed., Financial Post,
Jan. 22nd, 1915), Copy. (1669-70).
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A further cause for farmers' complairnt was the govermpment's
failure to consult them about methods to raise production. Good
blaned the bureaucrats ir particular for disregarding farmers’
advice and ordering the tilling of noor land. Ee cited this
marginal land project as an example of the need for farmer
participation in deciding agricultural policy.

He was also bitter about the effects of conscrintion
particularly when troops who could have helped in the fields
had failed to co-operate: Good gave an example of officers in
the Brantford area who refused to allow their men to assist
in the harvesting. Such incidents led to further estrangement
between established authority and the agricultural producers.32

The situation had become so critical by 1218 that Good
wrote to T, A, Crerar, bimself a farm leader and then Federal
Minister of Agriculture, and demanded that the government recognize
agriculture to be of equal importance to other industries.

Good elaborated on economic injustices and svecifically suggested
that the cost of land, labour and capital be decreased and brought
under govermment control. Ee advocated increased farmer-government

liaison in all production matters and concluded his letter

32. Good Papers, Vol. 3/Correspondcnce, (Good to ''. Toole,
Aug. 6th, 1016), (1905-06).
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by proposing an increase in the farm labour force, to be achieved
by the better organizing of urban industry.33

Good's support of Canada's role in World War One was
consistent with his belief, that it was just for the British
Empire. He considered German militarism as a much greater evil
than its Canadian or British counterpart and maintained that
Canadians were fighting to preserve the liberty of the individual,
to maintain democratic ideals and to defend the rights of the
weak. He was consistent, too, in his criticisms of the waging
of the conflict. Throughout he emphasized the important role
of farmers in determining war policy and reflected their view
on the conscription of men and wealth. Finally, when victory
was near he spoke out for a just peace and foresaw the consequences

of vengeance and recrimination.

33. Good Papers, Vol. L/Correspondence, (Good to T.A. Crerar,
Jan. 16th, 1918), copy, (2681-89). There is no record of an
answer to the letter. This is not conclusive as Crerar knew
Good and would likely have replied.



CHAPTER 3TVEH

Partylsn

Vi)

Pa-tyirm vas che tern applied to tendency within
the political system by which the only ebiective of a party
-1as the ~chicving and retaining o7 power. Under ihis arranpe-~
ment the narty was of first dmnortance and princinies, second.
0f the means mnst used .o achieve office, patronage and private
financiel contributions were the most significant.

The worst aspects of this systen prevailed ir Canada
dueving the early 1900's. The Parliamentary sessicns of 1806,

19357, and 7300 sere full of accusations

94

nf inefficiency, waste,
and nisuvcce of public funde. 'The business world was said to
bc closey implicatad in the funding of the L berals, a serious
i~dictment of the TLaurier goverament. Many critics of the
party systen belicved that both Tiberals and Conservatives
werce ready t2 promisce taviff privileges and snecial comcessions

o indevstr-ial dinteresis in return for nossible fuwancial suprort.

Cr

The situation became s¢ bad that manv pceonle of diverse
polivical persusnsiocn became critical of partyism. Ctephen
Leacock_  attacked the muc bespattarec potiticlisns vho In place
of statecraft involved rthemselves in the wordild traffic of

) 1. . , ,
political jnbbery.” FHenri Bouracsa spoke up against the public

1. Rameay Cock, “Stephen Leacrck and the Age of Plutncracy,

1003-19217" in Chaiacter and Circumstance, ed. John §. Moir,
Toronto: Macmillan. 19735. pn. 163-181.




authorities 2s being nearly always in leapue wich the thieves
A 14 . 2 . . . e . .
and public pevijurer..” iIn western Canada the influential Graip

Growers' Guide reflocted the views of westera fermers iz ite

a3
)

distrurt of tche politiczl gyztenm. The noper attacked whet it

terzed che "new feudalism,' the "new plutocvacy” which doninate

[u¥

the political and econnmic systems. in Oncaric Goldwin Smith
was also 2 bitter critic of partyism and mairtained that its
surv’val would resul:t in the destruction cf the nalion. This
attitule foend suppovt from J. J. Morrison and other farm leaders.
Good wo~ thuvs wut one of many who condemned the systom,

Good believed that the party system was a facar2 behind
which the fow raled the many, a sham which nnt onlv encouraged
aconomic disciimiration bui condoned low moral standards in
prblic 1ife. DTarliameat uader the party svstem was the very

mepation 09 democrary, a dcliberative assenbly turned gleditorial

So far as I ar c¢orcerned, the whole Idea c&
parties competing for ‘rower' seems ac antiauated
and ar mischievous as the idea of cnrpetrition
amons, aations.

2. Joseph Levity, Henvi Bourassa and the Golden Calf. The
Socigl Program of the Nationalists of Ouebec, 1200-1%4,
(Les Editioans de L'Universit@ D'Ottawa, Cttavwa 19653, pp. 72-70.

Ut

3. W.L. Mortom, op. cit., p. 1

4. Good Paners, Vol. 7%/Dievies, (May 20th, 1902}, (15457-5%).

7



e was exasperated thnt the average pecocon refused to
associate policies aud roligirus morality end feaved that such
a deniai hoded 11 for Cauade's polirical fuiure. e was
adeament that Ch:lstlans musc tale en active interer= in their
system of goverament oid use their
it by. Fe wished =he clergy to take oIf thei- frock conris, roll
up tneir sleeves and pat into the fight: "let them fvy to

apply their great doctvine of brotherhocd to the practlices of

A . % T ) -
politizal campaigrst’” T. this heppeaed, che politica. leaders

wovld b. faced with a choize of abandening currenc policies or
leaving tha chuezeh; elther was prerferable to the exic:ing
£
practice of tvying to scrve both £Zcd and lacnon.
Good had been cncouraged by nic father te "e a 5 apainizer

or the Libeca™ rParcy and its free trade policies; -1ip to the tuin

o7 the ceuts ' he continued to consider the ‘grits' ag ‘he

el

lescscer of eviie but diciliosionvennt had begun by 2950 with the
Liberais incmwoduction ol a4 welatively high tarif{. By 1389%

he was baceomiug critical of ihe wicle system of pavtyism and

he wrote of o Comaserjative meating of that 22, “Aithough my

6. Ibid.
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sympathy was largely departed7 from the Liberal Party, yet such

an exhibition of the triviality and pettiness as was given last
night I never recollect having seen before.,”8

There 1s some doubt as to whether Good was ever an
artive party man. He himself stated that "as long as I could
think I opposed partyism,”9 but a letter addressed to him in 1902
suggesiced the opposite.

From what you have said in your last(letter) I infer

you kecp away from Partyism...but it runs in my

mind that you uscd to work with the '0ld Lib' party.

Does my memory serve me false?’ 10
Tt probably did as none of Cood's notes, diaries or other
correspondence give a hint of such activities. Certainly by
the tizue he graduated from University he opposed partyism on
three count:y: 1t was undemocratic, it led to inefficiency
and corrupiion, and it failed to meet the specific needs of the
farmer. Be believed that the system masked, divided and

confuced the electorate by appearing to offer a chodce to the

voters when in fact little existed.

7. liy emphasis.
8. Good Tapers, Vol. 20/Diaries, (Oct. 22nd, 1899), (15370-71).

9. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Notes, (Good to J. A. Macdoneld,
ed. The Globe, Mar, 8th, 1903}, copy, (15790-93).

19. Good Fapers, Vol. 1/Correspondence, (N. F. Coleman to Good,
July 29th, 1902), (786-94).
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To decide how partyism evolved and how it justified
itself he began the study of its background in Canada. Eis

research had already started when he read J.R. Commons' Proportional

11 \ . P
Representation in 19083. 1 ie used this book to illustrate, defend

and develop his own ideas. Commons maintained that in colonial
times there had been two interest groups, one, the 'party’

of privilege and nrerogative as represented by the Governor and
Council, and a second group or 'party’ that reflected public
opinion and was represented by the Legislative Assembly.12 Commona
saw that these were essentially groupings of self interested
persons.13 After reading this book Good concluded that a similar
system remained in the post-colonial period although the need

for it should have disappeared. The substitution of oligarchical
government by a responsible one ought to have ended both the
rule of prerogative and privilege; yet the obsolete party syster

remained, albeit in a modified form.14

—

11. Good Papers, Vol. 2/Correspondence, (Robert Tyson to
Gond, March lst, 1904), (001025).

12. John R. Commons, Proportional Representation (2nd Ed.
New York: Crowell, 1907), p. 28.

13. 1bid., pp. 34-35.

14. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, (Letter to the Brantford
Expositor, 1908, entitled ""The Eistory and Problems of
Representation®).
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The new oligarchs were renresentatives of private
corporations and corporate power and had ascended t» the seat
previously occcupied by colonial administrators; though they
lacked a Governor or Council to do their bidding they had
successfully infiltrated thc twe nolitical narties. Privilege
still survived though onc aspect, prercgative or special privilepes
of office, had been curtailed. The whole system disguised the
fact that control remaimned in the hands of the few.

Good defincd democracy as rule by the majority with the
rights of thc minority ensured and guaranteed. Fe judged the
degree of demccracy within a state by the extent to which varying
views were made known and taken into account. DBy his yardstick
Canada was found wanting: parties were controlled by vested
interests and able, under the guise of the party solidarity, to
stifle the views of their members and make uscless the votes of
many pecople. To demonstrate this he wrote of Cantario where, he
claimed, only about one half of the eligible votes in one quarter
of the province determined the government policy, the rest being
in effect disfranchised. The tlame he attributed in large measure
to the single member constituency and he offered three reasons:

votes given a defeated candidate were essentially lost even though

15. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, (Letter to the ed, Brantford
Expositor, 1908, cntitled "Ways and Means of Improving the
Listrict System.'’)
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the number casy for each night have been very close; an elected
member could represent minority views within his party and in
effect the votes for him were wasted: In both cases the government
in power ignored the voters' views. Finallv, constituency
lines were drawn in some areas to the political advantage of one
party so that supporters of the other were effectively dis-
franchised. Accepting these premises, Good concluded that while
it was still possible to have a government supported by a majority
it was not very 1ikely.16 As an independent, the most repugnant
aspect of the single member constituency to Good was its tendency
to disfranchise those of independent views; it pave such voters
little opportunity to record theilr opininns unless they were
numerically strong enough to elect a candidate against either or
both of the 'straight party® men. As this was seldom the case,
the system perpetuated the 'status quo’.

It was also difficult to determine the pcolicies of
the established parties. The only time that the electorate had
a fair chance of recording its opinimn was on the rare occasions
when issucs between the two parties werce clear cut and onposite.
Normally however constructive criticism was difficult and the
non-party voters were disceontented and left with an attitude of

‘a plague on both your hOuses'.l7

16. Ibid.

17. 1Ibid.
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Good did not blame tho peneral nonulation for this
state of affairs although he agreed with Justin Miller, the

editor of the Canadian Countryman, who had stated that "2

democratic people secures exactly the kind of govermment it
deserves to have.”l8 Te differed with him however on thes presumption
that Canada was democratic. For Good the true purrose of
partyism was the preservation of the rights and nrivileges of a
financial aristocracy. As the system was maintained by encouraging
ignorance and apathy among the electorate, thc people had no real
voice. They were the dupes of a method which though vaunted as
responsible and democratic was in rcality a sham.19

flis second criticism of partyism was that it was
inefficient and corrupt. The former evil he saw exprecssed by
the politicians of both parties and the latter by the major
financial interests. To him "the rrosiness, prolixity and

. . 0l
emptiness of our politicians is beyond cemprchension.™ 0

18. Good Papers, Vel. 4/1, (Good tc J. Miller, ed. Camnadian
Countryman, Feb. 4th, 1917), copy. (2481-83).

19. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings (''The Failure cf Modern
Legislatures”™, one of a scries of letters by Good on
Political Reform. The Brantford Expositor, 1908).

20. Good Papers, Vol. 4/1, (Good to J. Miller, ed. Canadian
Countryman, Feb. 23rd, 1916), (2004-5).
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Although this remark was made in 1916, shortly after the failure
of the farmers to gain lower tariffs,21 it nevertheless reflected
his views during those years. UDowever his telief in the ultimate
perfectability of man made him optimistic enough to believe

that things would eventually change for the better even under

the existing system. In the Farmers Advoeate of 1217 he wrote

that while the developing of efficient leaders was a slow nrocess
with many backward slides; “on the whole good seed is never

22 He believed that

lost, but is harvested in God's good time."
inefficiency was primarily the result of the party system not
the man.

He laid the blame for corruption at the doorstep of the
vested interests. He visualized the millionaires, captains
of industry and corporation magnates as holding the role of the
Kings of yesteryear and was convinced that such persons by using
the press, nulpit and to some extent the schrols exercised
considerable influence in the formation of public opindion.
By propaganda they tried to gain influcnce over toth parties and

the bureaucracy. Whenever this proved ineffective, they resorted to

bribery and intimidation of public officials.

21. 1In 1916 farm cCeputations werc sent to Ottawa to ask the
government to reconsider its tariff nolicies.

22. Good Papers, Vol. 16/Agriculture, (Good to ed. Farmers
Advocate, c. 1917), (12221-27).

23. Good Papers, Vol. 21/Notes, ("Political Purity", Rough Motes,
no date), (16197-98).
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Good's third major criticism with partyism was its
failure to give adequate consideration to the needs of the farmer.
While both parties were dominated by some interests, farmers had
very little say.24 What he wanted was increased farm representation
in Parliament so that all grouns could formulate a nolicy fair
to everybody while making impossible the undue influence of
one.25

One aspect of the system that gave him particular concern
was the practice of electioncering; he believed it was an
exercise in propaganda that misused the science of nsychology by
spreading ideas, information, nr rumor for the purpose of injuring
the other party. Good claimed that anyone who critically studied
the typical stump speach could see how cleverly the average politician
appealed to the prejudice and ignorance of his audience.2

Good visuallzed elections as a game of musical chairs
played under the control of a few vested interests; the contest

was uprincipled because it hid the real issues and gave the

voters little opportunity to exercise effective control.

24, Good Papers, Vol. 28/Political Matters, (Farmet's Advocate,
no date), (can be dated from Correspondence (13843-44).
Vol. 3/Correspondence, W. Toole to Good Jan. 30th, 1917,
refers to akove as just received).

25. His views on ‘group' government are considered in Ch. Eight,
Political Remedies.

26. Good Papers, Vol. 16/Agriculture, (Gecod to ed. Farmer's
Advocate c. 1€17), (12221-27).
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He maintained that, between elections, the party politician
voted on measures mainly on the basis of party loyalty and
emotional bigotry. He tende? to equate the two, for loyalty to
party was founded on unthinking emotion, an intclerance of
other viewpoints. lie graphically i1llustrated this outlook by
quoting Commons® descriptions of a political party as “one which
emerges from its caucus like an enemy from its fortress, runs
upon the enemy, listens to no quarter or compromise, behecads its
own deserters and then carouses over its victory."27

This approach ran counter to Good's ideal of democratic
reprasentation, for he visualized a body politic in which all
persons actively participated in the formation of laws and which
fully recognized the rights of the minorities. Christianity
deternined his views on co-operafion and accounted for his
suspicions of corporate power, his tolerance cf individual opinion
and his stress on thc necessity of morality in putbtlic affairs. As
his concept of demncracy was for the betterment of all mankind
its implication also rcflected the will of God. The system
therefore had to te changed in a manner which would make Parliament
“The Express image of the nation"’.z8 Good undertook to promote
a series of reforms to achieve that end. His approach mirrored the

belief that peovle should contrnl their own destiny not hecause

27. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, (Letter to ed., Brantford
Expositor, “Ways and Means of Improving the District System'",
c. 1908).

28, W. C. Good, Farmer Citizen (Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1958), p. 180.
Good credited this quotation to Edmund Burke. No further reference
was given.
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their decisions would always be right but that it was the only
just way to govern.

Partyism remzins, and much of Good's criticism is still
valid. However Ly maintaining the party system to be incurably
evil he denied the possibility of its improvement, While he
condemned the concept of party solidarity he failed to recognize
the need for resiraint anl discipline in any political formation
if it was to be effective. Concerned with the political power
exerted by vested interests, he believed that abolishing the
party system would end excessive influence. He failed to grasp
the eseence of power, or that it was exercise! under many varied
conditions.

On the issue of equal rights feor farmers his concern
was understandable but in an increasingly industrial and urban
society no demccratic system was likely to assure agriculture
equal representation. The best that could be hoped for was
fair representation. Ironically today many urban dwellers claim
that farmers are over represented. Certainly partyism invited
criticism, but what really separated Good from many other critics

was his proposals for replacing it with something new.



CLAPTER EIGHT

Political Remedies

Dissatisfaction with the practice of party govarnment
led to suggestions by its critics aimed at creating a truly
democratic society. Amcng the most impertant »f these proposals
was that of direct legislation. 1Its cbject was to give the
people an opportunity to typass party control, initiate lepislation
and to judge the merit of proposed bills.

An Mmerican idea, the proposal for direct legislation made
the greatest impact in Westerrn Canada. By 1912 it had bocome one
of the most important planks in the nlatform of the Manitoba
Liberal Party. The Conservatives attacked it as a degenerate
republicanism and anti-British, and it failed to gain acceptance.
Interest in dircct legiclation soon died away and following
World War One Canadian farmers turnced to more traditional ways
of protest znd cstatlished an agrarian radical party.

Another remedy for partyism wvas found in proportional
representation. Again the Canadian source of this idea was
American, and once more it gaineld greatest favour in Western
Canada, this time through the speeches of Henry Wise Wood1 and
William Irvine. The main progenitor was John R. Commons, whose
views were publicized through Proportional Representation

Leaguce in the United States and Canada.

1. Woed proposed it as a means of achieving his aim of group
governzent.
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Group govermment wag the third, and most radical remedy
advocated. It visualized renlacing the conglomerate varties
by occupational groups, Henry Wise Wood was it's foremost Canadian
advocate. There is little evidence that this theory ever found
fertile ground in the United States. The American farmer, even
at his most militant, wanted to make changes within thc system
of government, not to change it completely. Wood, disillusioned
with the failure of the Fopulists in the United States, thought
differently.

Good was influenced by the view of the western farm
movement in particular by those of William Irvine,2 and became
a strong advocate of direct legislation, proportional representation
and group government.

Good believed that one of the greatest challenges facing
him was to persuade the general public that political change
was not only desirable but possible. Ue wished to make Parliament
fully representative of the people. To do so he advocated
political involvement; the mass of the electorate was to be
encouraged to participate in the legiclative prncess so that
the House of Commons could become a true popular forum. More

confidence in the lower house would make the abolishing of the

2. Good and William Irvine proposed a form nf groun
government to the U.F.C. in 1919. It was rejected.



Senate an easy matter. Tor him the upper house was but an
obsolete apperndage of partyism.3

"What a strange system of government is this Ly Party'."4
he remarked and noted that most people looked urnn political
parties as the ultimate amswer. HKe was particularly annoyed
that suggestions for change were dismissed as impracticable.
"Impracticable! I hear said, yes any reform is impracticalle
if peonle set themselves resolutely against it and won't have
it.”s Governmental reforms he perceived were only unfeasitle

if party animositics remained as bitterly and consciously per-
petuated as they had hecn and as long as brute strength was
allowed to predeminate over Christian love; otherwise he concluded
reform is not at all impracticable it is eminently sane and
practicable.”6 Convinced that ideas for improvement had a moral

foundation he sought to induce the Christian churches to pronmote

actively political regencration. He particularly chastized the

3. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, ("The Initiative and the
Referendur’ Farmers Magazine, no date, post 1910).

4. Good Papers, Vol. 20/Diaries, (May 30th, 1902),
(15457-59).

5. Good Papers, Vol. 18/Pronnrtional Representation, (Good tn
ed. of The Glote, 1901), (15484-92).

6. Ibid.



92.

clerics for failing to realize "that there isn't much use
preaching the Kingdom of Heaven and quietly letting the devil
rule in this world.“7

The political remedies which he sought were the introduction
of direct legislation, nroporticnal representation and the
ending of the party system: the first two were aimed to ensure
the last. An immediate objective of his proposal for direct
legislation was to ensure that voters had the continuous opportunity
to control the activities of their representatives. At the
Federal level hc saw it as a splendid substitute for the Senate.
He viewed the upper house as undemocratic, ... filled with
creatures of the dominant party it is either no check at all,
or merely a stupid brake upon the wheel of progress."8

Direct legislation, as he proposed it, incorporated
initiative by which a number of persons could launch legislation,
referendum to enable the electorate to accept or reject government
proposals, and recall which placed the representative under
constant surveillance of his constituents by making him accountable

to them for all his activities im the legislature.

7. Good Papers, Vol. 15/Political Matters, (""The Reformer
and his Methods”, a paper read at a Meeting of the Tax
Reform League, Sept. 1913), (13881-95).

8. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, ("The Initiative and the
Referendum,” Farmers Magazine, no date, post 1910).
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Commons strengthened Good's own belief in the initiative.
Both saw it as a means to by-pass the 'unrepresentative' character
of the legislatures Ly enalling people toc draw up their own
m,easures.,9 However while the American stressed i ts educational
value he considered it virtually valueless as a means of ensuring
pood laws. Good disagreed; although in time he too became
less enthusiastic about the practical results and came to
regard it as being primarily of benefit in educating people in
law making.

In promoting the referendum Good maintained that it
had proved effective in some eities and states of the United
States. This led him to accept a number of generalizations;
first, that greater care was generally used in voting nn
measures than irn voting on men; secondly, that while the average
man voted for a party with a vague platform of which he had
l1ittle knowledge, he was, when called upon, able to exercise
his own judgement on specific measures more intelligently;

thirdly he considered that complex and difficult measures were

9. Commons, op. cit., p. 190. In 1908, as we have seen, Grnd
read J.R. Commons' Proportional Representation. This book
covered all the major areas nf political reform advocated
by Good. thile Good's views had been largely formed ty
that time this work gave him an opportunity for analyzing
and questirning his own ideas by comparipe and contrasting
them with thnse of Commons.
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usually rejected as being suspect of concealing tricks or
corruption. The supposed value of this thir? assumption was
that it forced direct legislation to be toth simple and clear,
its effect being to clarify issues and simplify the law.10 A
fourth generalization was that the referendum tended to dis~
ranchise automatically the unfit as they would not understand it.ll

The recall which was associated with the initiative and
referendum in the rcalm of direct legislation did not greatly
concern him. Good considered it mainly as an admonitory or
precautionary instrument, the existencc of which wuld prevent
the necessity for its use and was, in any event, an ceantirely
secondary device.12

His second broad propoesal for reform was proportional
representation; he saw in it the means to btreak up the system

of single member constituency which failed to give full weight

to minority views. In a letter to The Globe, dated 1901, he

10. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clinpings, (“Reasons fnr Direct
Legislation®, article to the Brantford Expositor,
1908).

11. 1Ibid.

12. Good Papers, Vol. 23/Clippings, ("‘The Initiative and
Referendum", article to the Farmers lagazine, no date,
c. 1910).
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suggested combtining six constituencies into one to enlarge the
numbcer of voters. He supposed that .there would be twelve
candidates in this larger constituency, six of whom were to be
elected. Both numbers were piven as examples only; there could
be more or less. There might be only six candidates in which
case all would have been elected by acclamation. This was not
his aim for he wished to ensure a choice of personalities as
well as platforms.

With his hypothetical twelve aspirants a mcmber
might need in excess of one twelfth of the total vote to
be elected. Each voter would have six votes, six choices
in fact. He would mark his ballot, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 in order
of preference. The six selections from all voters might
well include all the candidates btut their leading choices
would be counted first. If an elector's first preference
was not the man with the highest vote he would not be
totally unrepresented, for on the next round his second opntion
would be taken into consideration. This second count would
result in the election of another person and although a-voter's
second choice might still te defeated, his thirl, fourth, f£ifth
and sixth selections were yet to be weighed. This prncess

continued until six individuals were elected. In all
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probatility the elector would be assured of having at least
onc of his preferences amcng the representatives.13
Good telieved that the use of proportional representation

would speed the withering away of political parties. The
variety of views presented to the clectorate would erase the
"artificial lines cf distinction splitting both province and
nation into two warring camps."l4 He did not doubt that the
abolishing of parties was a practical reform. He maintained
that it was possible for varying intcrest groups tr subordinate
their differences and achieve a state of unity in divcrsity. He
observed that a non-party approach had heen in use at various
levels of politics for some time:

our municipal councils strive to work as

units and not as duwal bodies, and were it not

for the deadly insulation of party prejudices,

derived from provincial and federal governments,

they would succeed tetter than they do. 15
Be also noted that the directorates of Canada's vast commercial
and financial institutions continuel to flourish yet were not

split into artificial ‘reds' and ‘blues',le

13. Good Papers, Vol. 18/Proportional Representation, (Good to
ed. The Globe, 1901}, (13484-92).

14. 1Ibid.
15. 1Itid.

16. Ibid.



97.

Good advocated group gcvernment, by which he meant
representaticon by occupation. Essentially his concept was
the same as that of henry Wise Wood. Indeed hLis knowledge of
the theory was obtained partly from the Peverend William Irvine,
who was an associate of Ubod“s.17 Good however had a more flexible
approach than the Albertan. Uhile the westerencr maintained that
the farmers should be “independent of any class or party and free
from any sectional influence,”18 Good on cne occasion advocated
a formal alliance with labour,19 but despite this differcence in
emphasis, both men believed that all groups in society should
and would be alle to cn~operate for the common good.

In the »nrivacy of the caucus which followed the U.F.0.'s
surprise victory in 1919 Good prrmoted this concept of government.
It wvas to have included an executive proportinnally representative
of all 'groups’ in the legislature, resnronsible to it anc holding
cffice until being Cismissed by a want of conficdence vote. A

variation of this idea was incorporated in his The Story of the

U.F.0. of Decemter 1919, when he advocated an alliance between

17. Good, as we have seen, was associated with Irvine in
proposing group government in 191¢.

18. William Kirby Rolph, kenry Wise Wood of Alberta, (Toronto:
University of Torcntn Press, 1950, pp. 73-~30.

19. Good Papers, Vol. 14/U.F.Co/op., ("The Story of the U.F.0.,"
article written by Good for Canadian Countryman, Dec. 1919),

(10329-39).




two proups, Farm and Labour. e argued that each economic
segment had its own vested interest and therefore an alignment
by occupation was desirable.zc

Good in Loth cases looked to the phrsing out of the party
system and the turning of parliament into a Jeliterative
assembly in which each question would be considered and decided
on its own merits regardless of any party policies.

To achicve this new rerresentative system he recognized
it would be necessary to change unwritten portions of the
Constitution. He believed that the very strength of the Anglo-
Baxon system of government lay in its adaptatility to change
and growth and it "had yet to reach the ultimate in political

21 This attitude annoyed those who considered the

wisdom. "
constitution as inviolable. They accused him of disloyalty to
the mother country, a charge which he denied.

He believed that his visicn of democracy was the only
systen both rational in theory and workaltle in practice; it
alone contained within itself the seed nf future progress. Within

this structure the majority »~f people wculd rulec not because

they were necessarily or usually right but because no other

2C. Ibid.

21. Good Papers, Volume 23/Clippings, ("'The Initiative and
Peferendum,’ article in the Farmers Magazine, nc date),

(19104).
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alternative was practicalle, nor, ir the long run wise.22 Be
realized that such an association involved the subordination

of the interests of the individual to those of the majority.

This suggested, tc him, a necd for a certain development of
intelligence and moral character which ultimately implied the
perception of the truth that the highest welfare of the individual
was ilentical with, and only oltainable by, the greatest geod

to all. VWhen this lesson had Leen learned the nation could then
become an example to the world in the active promotion of
Christian co-operation.

Gocd was not alone in his acdvocacy of chanpe, J.J.
Morrison proposed reform of the party system along similar
lines, and their views achieved some grass roots support. A
nunler of organized farmers in Nntario Lecame convinced
that the party system was a positive cvil and should be replaced
ty one which allowed for the representation of interests
co-operating in government. However their proposals were
fiercely opposed by a more conservative section nf the farm
movement led Ly E. C. Drury who rejected direct legislation.

Ee condemried the referencdum telieving that it was easy to
get people to sign any sort of netition; as for the initiative

he feared it would result in all snrts of frivolous legislation.

22. Good, Production and Taxation, op. cit., p. 124.
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The recall, he telieved, would only make a bad situatinn worse
as even then members of parliament often spoke, not accorling
to their convictions, but rather for the effect on their
constituents.

The whole concept of group government was an anathema
to Drury for he feared it would develop class consciousness.
Morenver he saw the party system as a necessary part of democratic
government in that the public could only be kept informed on the
merits of proposed legislation hy debates in Parliament.

These criticismg had merit for although Drury may have
lacked the vision of Good, he understood that for any segment
of the population to win power it must have a political party.

Moreover to abolish parties, to introduce group governent
meant the doing away of the parliamentary system as it existed
in Ontario. Good never understood that to brinp about such a
revolutionary change in the Constituticn would nrobably have
unleashed a fundamental political crisis.

Good's onposition to a disciplined nolitical party was
due to his faith that only through a system where all co-operate
in government could democracy flourish. In later years he was
to attack the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation for struggling
for power. He believed its role should be educational and
entreated it to become and rcemain a federation of political

independents devoted to promoting a co-operative commonwealth

society.



CHAPTER NINE

The Reformer And His Impact

William Charles Gool was a reformer who bLelieved
that through education change could be assured. He was
convinced in the efficacy of his proposals and showed impatience
towards those who failed to see their value. The very depth
of his convictions, his compassion for the poor, his despising
of hynocrites and loathing of war led to a degree of intellectual
arrogance and dictatorialness, traits unfortunately not leavened
by a sense of humour. Such failings, however, appeared unimportant
when compared with his obvious love and concern for his fellow man.
His main concern was with inequalities within society.
Ee tended to look upon the poor as morally superior to the
wealthy and included a quotation im his notes, 'it is easier
for a camel to pass through the eye of a necedle than for a rich
man to enter the Kingdom of Heaven.“l He defined the rich man
as he who obtained from society more service than he gave, and’
the poor he who gave more than he eot. Justice could only be
served if one received the equivalent of what he contributed;
service rendered and scrvice commanded must bte equal.2
Good’s philosophy and ideas were based on his understanding

of Christian teachinpgs. He believed that his role was to use

1. Good, Production and Taxation in .Canada, op. cit., p. €5.

2, 1Ibid., pp. 61-65.
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these to smooth and accelerate the path towards a better world.
He asked God, ‘give me a light that I may tread safely into the
unknowr, way.,”3 While he postulated that all true reformers should
be religicus, he did not demand adherance to any sect or
church. They must however te aware of the Great Force nf Love
that motivated Good in his search for a truly Christian society.

Be saw himself as an educator whc was sowing intellectual
seed that would bear fruit in the future. He stressed unity
of nurpose and while he did not seek controversy,5 he was aware
and appreciative of that aspect of his own ideas.

I am well aware that much of it will te

controversial. But that fact, provided the

reader strives for an open mind, should augment

rather than decrease the stimulating effect cf

what may secm to te a “voice in the wilderness''.

In his activities within farm organizations he attempted
to discourage pnlitical alignments and sought to develop an

atmosphere in which the ideals of the Social Gospel and agrarian

reform would prosper.

3. Good, Farmer Citizen, op. cit., p.275.

4, Good Papers, Vol. 18/Political Matters, ('The Reformer
and his Methods,™ a paper read at a lieeting of the Tax

Reform League, Sept. 1(13),» (138881-95).

5. Good Papers, Vol. 3, (Good to G. Waldronm, Apr. 30th, 1916),
(2053-55).

6. Good, Farmer Citizem, op. cit., p.viii.
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To fulfill God's divine plans a knowledge of history
was essential to emable the reformer to discerr the moral
law teneath all social growth. As a result of study the reformer
would become profoundly conscious of the slowness and fitfulness
of human progress; this would prepare him for the frequent fail-
ure of his own efforts.

Being convinced that reforms were essentially moral
questions, or had moral implications, Gocd judged each issue
on whether it was right or wrnng.7 Fe realized that this was
difficult to determine for morality in politics was cdifferent to
that in the honme and it was hard for many to rccopgnime an absnlute,
all that could be achieved was to improve ethical stand.ards.8
In this process the church must play an important role by
reflecting the needs and aspirations of the neonle for as he
visualized life as a harmony. he recogniged no distinction in

the fight for social change between the secular and the sacred.

7. Geod Papers, Vol. 18/Political Matters, (138881-95).

8. 1Itid.
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Good was a utopian reformer irn that he believed that
hig political 'thecry was a norm to which political practise ought
to conform and that the good of self interest should be subordinated
to loyalty and sacrifice for a higher ideal.9 VWhile the Social
Gospel influenced him greatly, he never clearly defined his ideal
state. It emcrged as a vague Kingdom of Righteousress in which
all pood things would be possitle. "“Seek ye first the Kingdom
of God and his righteousness and all these things shall be added
unto you."10 His Utopia appeared to he a nrimarily agricultural
society serviced by industry and practicing the ideals of
co~operativism; he never faced the issues of a fully industrialized
society or class conflict. He found btoth distasteful and
believed that by just taxation and political reform the first
could be kept under control while in a just society the second

would wither away.

9. A. Sorel explained the difference between utopianism
and reality as the eternal dispute between those who
imagined the world to suit their policy and those who
arranged their policy to suit the realities of the world.
A. Sorel, L'Europe et la Revoluticn Francaise, p.474, quoted in
E.H. Carr "The Twenty Years Crisecs,’ 191¢-1939, p. 11.

10. Good, Production and Taxation, op. cit., p.133.
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His acceptance of the Agrarian Myth had little relevency to
nor farming workers, indced beyond his feelinrs of humanitarianism
he did not greatly concern himself with the urban proleteriat.
There is no record of his views on the Winnipeg General Strike
or uron Aany particular militant action by factory workers. Apart
from one article which led to his being unjustly accused of a
tias against trade unionism he made no mention of industrial
organizations.

His pre-occupation with the ideals of the co-nperative
movement made the concept of class conflict, unpalatable, and
often blinded him to the realities of society; this was particularly
evident in his approach to nolitical matters. His belief that
the concerns of the farmers and manufacturers could be resolved
by simply sitting down together in committee, showed an ifmorance
of the derth of the differences of class interest.

His greatest impact upon farring opinion was as a
co-operator, yet even here he was to see much of his basic
philosophy cast aside. He failed to imbue most of his colleagues
in the United Farmers® Co-operative with his own concept of
cOmoperatiVism,ll and he found himself continually deploring
the de-emphasis of democratic control and the ‘excessive' concern

with profits within the organization.

11. This is made clear in Good's conversation with l}Mr. Burnaby,
President of the United Farmers' Cn-operative Company., after
the installing of Mr. Loblaw as wmanager. Good, Fermer Citizen,

op. cit., pp. 103-105.
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As a propagandist against protectionism he had, few
neers but once again his efforts and those of many farmers came
to nought in the election of 1211. The degree nf his enthusiasm
for the cause can be measured by the depth of his disillusionment
upon the failure of reciprocity.

After World War One Canada ceased ton play a prominent
role in international affairs and turned to the isolationism
which Good had opposed; furthermore, despitc his warnings,
revenge had been exacted upon Germany. BRis nronosed political
reforms also fell on deaf ears; partyism prew as Loth direct
legislation and proportionsl representation became dying issues.

That he did not see the adoption of his specific ideas
did not surprise Good; he had forescen the Adifficulties facing
reformers in Canada and realized that charpe would take a long
time. He feared however that the people would not wait and that
revolution might l'e the only way to attain the desired reforms.12
This conclusion was taserd on three beliefs: firstly that most
men were like a flock of sheep. EKe quoted Carlyle: “mankind
sail their life-voyage in huge fleets, following some sinple ...
comm.odore.”13 Moreover an evil few conspired to block all legitimate

and peaceful channels of change. In these circumstances to bring

12. Good Papers, Vol. 17/Banking, Credit, ("Some Reflections on
Money and Interest,” an essay. c. 18%8), (12533-96).

13. Ibid.
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about change radical measures were needed. “0ld notions night

need force to wipe then out.‘214 This was the closest he came to
advocazy of force. Although he never elaborated on the justice
of revolution, one may presume that ﬁe equated it with war, he

hated it but believed that at times it was justifiable.

Good's failures were partly due to his idealism, he
imagined the world to suit his policies, not as it was. A case
in point was his acceptance of the Agrarian Myth, in which he
shut from his mind the harsh realities of Canadian farm life.

Mevertheless while he lacked success in achieving
pariirular reforms, his ideas had a stirnulating effect upon the
climate of thought in Ontario. This was due largely to his
activity as a writer for he was among the most active publicists
in the Province. Apart from his book on production and taxation
he was a constant contributor to papers and periodicals.15 e

also made meny speeches including one to the Social Service Council

4. Ibid.

15. Among them: The Weckly Sun, The Canadian Countryman, The
University Magazine, The University Monthly, The Farmer's
Advocate, The Farmers Magazine, Farm and Dairy, The
Brantford Expositor, The Globe, and the Citizen and Country.
He was offered the Editorship of the Citizen and Country
but turned it down. (Good Papers, Volume 1, a letter to his
nother, Dec, 10th, 1900) (456-466).
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meeting in Ottawa; it was there that he and Drury represented
the views of the Social Gospel farmers of English speaking Canada,16

During Good's intellectually formative years Ontario saw
a great prowth of Socizl Gospel ideas: they played an important
part in the ProVihté's agrarian revolt. A number of new organizations
and movements arose, one, the Social Service Couneil of Canada
was centred in Toronto and made the Province a focal roint of
Social Gospel activity. The first Dominion-wide agricultural
organization and the first national co-operative association
were both founded in Ontario. The Province's voters elected the
first farmers government in Canada and in 1921 sent twenty two
Progressives to Ottawa. While these achievements were not the
work of any one man, William Charles Good contributed much. His
philosophy and ideas were to be found expressed in all these
activities; his views assisted their birth and nurtured them
when cestablished. In fostering the intellectual atmosphere
that enabled them to arise he earned the right to lLe included

among Canada's great Christian and agrarian reformers.

16. This Council cxpressed the ideals of the Social Gospel
in Canada. Good and Drury were two of three farmers who
addressed the meeting. The third was Alphonse Desjardims,
the founder nf the Caisses Populaires in Quebec.
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BRIEF BIOGRAPEY OF SOME FRIENDS AND PELATIVES

REFERRED TO IN THC FOOTNOTES

Coleman, N.F. - A student at Toroanto at the same time as Good
he maintained a life lone friendship. he went to the United
States and took up school teaching later he taught at the University.

LEe was a very devout Christian.

Cowan, H.B. - Editor of Farm & Dairy. Clnsely connected with
the beginnings of the U.F.N. He and Good were apparently
close in ideas and sided together on issues concerning policy

of U.F.0. and the Co~Operative Company.

Doyle, Fanny, Clara et al. Cousins of Good. They had a farm

in Manitoba where he stayed in the summer of 1898. Not as

‘strict' in aoutlook as Good.

Martin, J.A. — 4 fricend in Toronto, met 1827-98, shared the

samc boarding house with Good for a time. / very hard working,
scholerly man, involved in the Canadian Socialist League and

the Single Tax Movement. He was deeply religious in outlonk.

Shortt, C.S. ~ A missionary in Japan for a number of years.

He met Good when the latter was a student at Toronto. They

began to correspond about 1901.
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