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Licenced Premises in Live Theatres: Besides altering these aspects of liquor policy deemed
inappropriate for 1960s society, Yaremko also announced a series of amendments designed to fashion a
drinking environment for the future. The upcoming Centennial year and the aura of modemisation and
coming of age that the accompanying celebrations promised, served as the impetus for these particular
changes. In anticipation of the dramatic arts emphasis of the Centennial celebrations, Yaremko announced
the licencing of lounges and dining lounges in conjunction with live theatres. “The Canadian Centre for
the Performing Arts, the federal government’s major Centennial project in the capital area,” requested the
change, he explained. Yaremko found it necessary to also point out that this “‘does not include a motion
picture theatre.”'"? While this change carried the residue of moral control that differentiated between a
live theatre that was appropriate for liquor service and a movie theatre that was not, it clearly represented
the first expansion of public drinking into the realm of entertainment facilities.

Beer and Bowling: In a similar vein Yaremko announced that the dining lounge which formed
part of a recreational facility such as a commercial curling establishment or a bowling alley would now be
considered for a liquor licence. He went on to caution “that it is not the bowling alley per se which could
be licenced, but the dining facilities within a complex that included a bowling alley.”'" Again the
govemnment felt it necessary to strictly differentiate between those areas appropnate for liquor
consumption like the separate dining lounge adjacent to the bowling area, and those areas not appropriate
like the lanes themselves. Nevertheless, for the first time in Ontario history the patrons of such
entertamment and recreational facilities could now enjoy alcoholic beverages on the same premises as the
amusements themselves.

“Reasonable Open-air Drinking”. Yaremko also announced a third new type of licenced
environment. In anticipation of visitors from other countries and provinces with a more European
approach to liquor consumption, the government intended to licence outdoor lounge and dining areas.
Yaremko explained that this meant “reasonable” open-air drinking “where there is some element of

»lld

privacy. For Yaremko, this restriction limited the new licences to rooftop dining lounges but “‘rule(d]

out the licencing of sidewalk cafés.”''* This change, and the accompanying constraint, represented the
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recommendation made to Cabmnet in April 1965 by the Committee on Liquor Matters, smce the
Committee judged that Ontarians were ‘not ready’ for open-air drinking that was actually ‘open.’
Regardless, it signalled a willingness on the part of the government to reduce its moral control over where
drinking was permitted even if the new provisions remained significantly constrained.

Drinking on Planes: A final area now eligible for liquor licencing rounded out the new dnnking
environments. Airline flights from Ontario now qualified for liquor licences in the same manner as
passenger trains passing through the province.''® While the time constraints involved with most flights
originating and concluding inside the province rendered the new licences meaningless, this change
allowed passengers flying from Ontario to Europe or the United States to be served liquor legally
throughout their entire flights. Inter-provincial flights proved more problematic since not every province
allowed liquor to be served on flights within their air space. An Air Canada spokesman described the
difficuities that this would entail. “Technically you would have to remove the glasses from the table. How
would you know when to do this? it would be very awkward.”"'” Nevertheless, Ontario’s change in
policy signalled the possibility of future uniformity in provincial liquor laws goveming in-flight liquor
service. With these four new drinking environments: live theatres, recreational facilities, open-air areas
and planes, the govemment certainly demonstrated its intention to fashion the drinking laws around the
needs of the people in the second half of the twentieth century. However, even with the emphasis on the
future and modemisation, especially surrounding the upcoming Expo and Centennial celebrations, the
govemment continued to impose a degree of moral control over the provisions of these new areas for
consumption. Because they were new and carried with them the weight of decades of prohibitions against
public drinking, the government practised its traditional approach of implementing untried policies with a
cautious and controlling hand.

The government also eliminated the ban on women serving alcohol in licenced premises to adjust
the province’s drinking laws and environment to the reality of the 1960s. Previously, women served
alcohol only in those establishments where food was also served: dining rooms and dining lounges.

Yaremko explained that now “there will be no limitation on women serving in licenced premises and at
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banquets where women can be present.”'"* In reply to a reporter’s question he admitted “that this would
permit Bunny Girls,”''®* a prospect surely unfathomable under Frost. This change reflected the wider
societal recognition of women in the workplace. As historian Doug Owram explained in his history of the
baby boom generation, women's workplace participation throughout the traditional child rearing years
remained steady at approximately 25% from post-World War Two until 1960 when it began to rise.'”
Despite this recognition, the government continued the sex segregation in the ‘men only’ public houses,
including even the workers.

“To Extend Entertainment Generally”: The final change in Yaremko's package of amendments
intended to create a drinking environment suitable for the decade of the 1960s and beyond responded to
years of criticism levelled at the Ontario drinking scene. While the Licence Board previously permitted
entertainment in licenced premises with permission, as Yaremko explained, ‘“there has been some
misunderstanding as to the range of instruments.” This of course referred to the 1963 controversy over
pianos in public houses. The government, therefore, intended “to extend entertainment generally™ to allow
different musical instruments, dancing, audience participation as well as games such as darts, billiards and
cards. In order to emphasise his point Yaremko went on to list such exotic instruments as the “oboe,
xylophone [and] lute” that could now be played in any licenced premises. As with all the previously
mentioned amendments, this change also carried with it several moral controls. The Licence Board still
required proprietors to apply for permission to add any of these types of entertainment to their premises.
Yaremko explained that while “permission will be given for all types of instruments and all types of
entertainments [sic]...if the proprietor does not have control...[and] allows things to get out of hand, the
Liquor Licence Board will step in.”'?' This precaution responded to the lack of control that the Cabinet
Committee members and Premier Frost feared would occur when liberalising entertamment in public
drinking outlets was discussed but not recommended in the past. Overall this change represented a major
step in modemising the province's drinking establishments and was a direct response to years of criticism

and suggestion.
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No Changes: Drinking Age, Sunday Drinking, Local Option: After explaining the changes the
government intended to carry out in the area of liquor control, Yaremko then outlined for his legislative
audience those changes the govemnment did not intend to make. Firstly, he announced ‘“there is no
lowering of the legal age of 21 in respect of liquor.” He went on to add that this also applied to “the
consumption of minors in the home.” Secondly, “the sale of liquor on Sundays™ would not be permitted.
Finally, the government intended “to maintain the local option principle throughout the province.” These
three areas of policy, but especially Sunday sale, represented areas that critics had continually targeted.
For Yaremko, expressing the sentiments of his government, refusing to alter the status quo in these areas
fulfilled its desire “to safeguard the individual and public good.”'* Nevertheless, the decision to preserve
the ban on Sunday sale also revealed the continued influence wielded by the cautious and patemalistic
members of the Tory caucus, particularly the rural members, as the ‘stormy’ May 1965 caucus meeting
illustrated. As one disappointed urban MPP explained, “the rural members felt it would lose them more
votes than it gained.”'” Despite the efforts of Robarts and Yaremko to pass a package of significant
liquor policy change, the traditional views held by many party members and the constituents they
represented continued to inform the nature and the timing of change, particularly on the morally-sensitive
issue of the Christian Sabbath.

Reaction to the govermnment’s package of liquor law changes was generally favourable, with
critics focusing primarily on those changes that had not been made. Inside the House, while the
Opposition parties agreed generally with the changes, they nevertheless took the opportunity to attack the
government on particular points. Liberal leader Andrew Thompson sarcastically argued that in repealing
the discretionary aspects of the Acts the Provincial Secretary “must have felt embarrassed and
shamefaced” because “time after time [he] had to say that this was not Canadian justice.” Thompson gave
little credit to the Conservatives for making these changes at this time since “they let this disease fester
for over 20 years.” He went on to rebuke the government for not recognising “‘that the people have arrived
at a sense of maturity” by preserving the “patchwork” of local option and denying Ontanians a drink with

Sunday meals.'?
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Liberal MPP Elmer Sopha, a vocal critic of the government’s liquor policies, proclaimed that he
would “heartily endorse this bill,” mainly because it contained the fruition of so many of the suggestions
that he had made over the years. He expressed his disapproval, though, with the government’s overall
approach to liquor control, an approach he characterised as “panic measures” intended “frantically to deal
with...the problem of alcohol within our community.”'” This characterisation of the government’s
policymaking style resembled Valverde’s concept of ‘panics’ in her study of moral regulation in early
twentieth century Canada.'® Liquor control similarly presented the Ontario govemment with various
‘panic’ situations such as the bootlegging associated with Prohibition and the excessive consumption
witnessed with the reintroduction of legal public drinking. To deal with the potential problems of vice,
abuse and violence surrounding the use of this addictive drug at these particular times, the government
therefore instituted ‘panic measures’ such as the 1927 police search powers and the 1934 ban on beverage
room entertainment in order to control the behaviour of drinkers. Even decades after these ‘panic’ or
crisis points in the history of liquor control, the moral control reflex asserted itself as the govemnment
imposed moral restrictions on the ‘new’ policies of outdoor drinking and licenced bowling alleys, for
example.

NDP member Kenneth Bryden refused to attach any significance to what he called “housekeeping
amendments.” “One can only say that the mountain has laboured and brought forth a mouse.” Ironically,
this is the same phrase used by Liberal leader Wintermeyer to demean the govemment's 1962
announcement ending liquor permits. The situations resembled each other in terms of the tremendous
“rumours and stories” regarding the “substantial plans™ the govemment intended to implement as Bryden
recounted. Like his Liberal counterparts in this legislature, Bryden condemned the government for failing
to permit Sunday service of liquor with meals. While he noted his party’s agreement with Yaremko’s
assurance that the minimum drinking age would not be lowered, Bryden took offence at the government’s
persistence “in maintaining the myth that it can prevent parents from permitting their own children,
underage, to consume alcoholic beverages in their own home.” Echoing the arguments that had been

made in favour of permitting this in the previous years and months, Bryden noted the customs of the
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many Ontarians of European descent. Unaffected by “the extreme puritanical customs under which some
of us were brought up,” these particular Ontarians regularly served wine with meals to all in attendance,
even the children he explained. To keep such a meaningless and unenforceable law on the statute books of
the province only brought all the laws into disrespect, he argued.'”’

The press generally had a more favourable view of the changes. The Globe and Mail’s Enc
Dowd called them “the most sweeping overhaul of the province’s liquor legislation since sales for home
consumption were made legal in 1927."'** The same newspaper editorialised that the changes yielded to
“public demands for a more liberal approach™ to govemment control and represented the “belated
recognition of the public’s moral acceptance of strong drink as something other than a source of tax
revenue or a sure road to hell.” The government recognised this by relinquishing some of its moral control
over liquor consumption and permitting a wider range of public drinking environments. The editonal
went on to advise the government that “‘public morality is in constant flux” and therefore the laws
required study and amendments more often than “‘every 20 years.”'”” The Toronto Star reacted less
approvingly, though not as critically as might have been expected from past experience. Calling the new
legislation “an experiment,” the editorial wondered whether trying to “civilise” Ontario’s drinking habits
was an appropriate goal. If the “different and more relaxed outlets™ failed to promote the more moderate
consumption of the European outlets they were intended to emulate, the editorial argued, then they should
be abandoned since “no liquor policy can be considered sound unless it promotes moderation.™"*’

Besides these general editonial impressions, the press reported opinions on the specific provisions
of the amendments. The changes related to the public house gamered a great deal of attention. A Globe
and Mail editorial cartoon perfectly summed up the general conclusion of most observers. The cartoon
featured two drinking companions seated at a dirty table in a dark public house complete with a naked
light bulb suspended from the ceiling, a ‘men only’ sign on the wall and a grim-faced waiter hoisting a
tray laden with glasses of beer. One fellow then asked the other, “I don’t suppose you'd care to dance?”"*'
The cartoon featured the same two men that appeared in a similar cartoon five months earlier."> The

public house appeared exactly the same in both cartoons with one exception: in place of the sign reading
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“no singing, no laughing, no smiling, just drinking” on the wall of the public house in the January
cartoon, the June cartoon featured a sign proclaiming “new regulations: singing, dancing, games.” These
cartoons humorously depicted the irrelevancy of the changes to the public house since the behaviour of
the employees and customers as well as the overall ambience had been ingrained since it was created in
the 1930s.

As these cartoons illustrated, it would take more than just ‘permission’ to mtroduce entertainment
and games to substantiaily alter public houses. As The Toronto Star’'s Amold Bruner concluded after
studying the drinking scene in downtown Toronto in January 1966, public houses would sooner die out
than change after more than 30 years in a kind of time warp. No new public house licences had been
issued since 1951 and there were over 140 fewer such outlets in 1966 than there were in 1947, the year
their cocktail counterparts opened for business. Despite the recent changes intended to turn public houses
into places “for socialising,” Bruner concluded, “they won't change.” Because of the optional nature of
the new regulations, most public houses continued to be “dingy and frill-less,” he discovered. As one
propnietor explained “We’ll never have darts m here. They'd be throwing darts at each other. We're
selling beer here, not ginger ale.”"*’ Regardless of Yaremko's amendments, the public house seemed
destined to remain as it had been after so many years of escaping round after round of legislative change.

Despite this conclusion, most observers welcomed the changes to the public house, especially the
repeal of the war measures. Calling the regulation a “hang-over on the way out,” The Hamilton
Spectator’'s Don O’Heamn recounted the history of the ban on “double servings” in public houses.
Although it began as a war rationing measure, the Licence Board kept it “as a most handy tool.”
Whenever that Board wanted to discipline a licence holder but could not obtain solid evidence, O’Hearn
explained, “it could always gets grounds for double servings.” As he speculated and the records
substantiated, “probably more than half of the disciplinary hearings it has held have been on the grounds
of ‘double servings.’”'* This discussion led O’Heam to castigate what he described as the last remaining
war rationing measure in effect in Ontario: the watering of spirits. Actually the absence of 40-ounce

liquor bottles represented another war measure, one that he failed to mention but would later inspire many
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critical comments. The government refused to lift the regulation allowing it to water down spirits, “the
most unpopular” war measure “‘of all,” he explained, because “it means revenue.”** Because this war
measure, unlike the other ones such as the supper closing and the ban on double servings, satisfied its
desire to protect the public from the dangers of excessive consumption and to turn a profit, the Ontario
govemment, along with all other provincial govemments, gladly retained it.

Other observers gave more unqualified praise to the government’s legislative announcement. Not
surprisingly, the Stratford Festival’s manager greeted the prospect of serving liquor at the theatre with “It
would be wonderful .. It is a little more civilized on the part of the province.”'* Curling club and bowling
alley proprietors also welcomed the enlarged licencing possibilities, noting the existence of bars in many
American recreational establishments. The dry supporters in the province, not surprisingly, tended to
oppose this type of relaxation of the licencing laws. Rev. Eric Smalley of the OTF argued “bowling was a
family sport. It's too bad to bring drink into this sport.”"’” While he reiterated his organisation's
longstanding view that “anything that tended to increase the sale of intoxicating beverages was a
backward step,” he conceded that the proposal to open up entertainment in licenced premises was
“reasonable” as it might actually lessen consumption. This attitude revealed itself generally among the
province's traditionally dry groups. For example, the United Church failed to pass a motion opposing the
sale of alcohol on airplanes at its September 1966 annual meeting."’* Overall, Smalley concluded, “I'm
much happier than | thought I would be.”” He referred undoubtedly to the government’s decision to
maintain the minimum drinking age and the ban on Sunday sale. While the government felt the pressure
to make both changes in the years previous to these amendments, the hints and rumours pointed to the
relaxation of Sunday sale. Even though The Globe and Mail editorialised that “there was no large-scale
public demand™"*® for Sunday service, many critics noted the disappointment felt especially after the
months of rumour and speculation. While the caucus previously doubted the public’s opinion on the issue,

an intense disappointment quickly set in which the build up to the 1967 celebrations only heightened.

This set the agenda for the next year and a half for a constant clamour for Sunday service of liquor.
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After its longest legislative session i history to date, the government ushered in “a great deal of
legislation” including a medical insurance plan, a system of community colleges, and a mechanism to
participate n the Canada Pension Plan. The package of liquor changes, therefore, represented part of
Robarts’ overall legislative program to meet the changing needs of a modem society. His desire to
modemise the province coincided with his role as leader and statesman in the “national destiny” of the
country which culminated in his hosting the 1967 ‘Confederation of Tomorrow’ premiers’ conference.'®
Nevertheless, the government persisted in waiting until the very end of the session to introduce the liquor
changes to limtt the time for any politically damaging debate. The overall consensus appeared to be as
The Hamilton Spectator editorialised “Ontario’s great liquor glacier still meks, but slowly.™"' The
editorial acknowledged that while the changes were useful, they were made on the backdrop of a
“regulated morality” that was out of place in a2 “modem™ and “mature’ society. While the government
broadened the drinking environments available to Ontarians, it did so in a manner that tightly regulated
the vanables such as specific location and food availability. As a Timmins Press editonal argued, the
government reacted to problems caused by past policies rather than acting on a new approach to liquor
policy.'** The moral regulation emphasis remained a component, though an increasingly less important
one, of the government’s overall system of government control and therefore became infused into new
types of licencing such as outdoor patios. The government’s continued differentiation between Sunday
and the other six days of the week demonstrated “‘another echo of the tortured conscience of Ontario™'*
between control and service, a Guelph Mercury editorial argued.

“NEVER ON SUNDAY™

Moral regulation guided not only the policies that the government implemented but also those 1t
chose not to alter. And as with previous liquor law changes, critics focused their attention, not on the new
policies that many deemed “a let-down,”'* but on those particular issues not dealt with, especially
Sunday service. While Yaremko maintained that the opposition within the Conservative caucus focused
not on the religious issue of Sunday sale, but on the fear of greater traffic problems, most critics dismissed

this argument as an attempt to hide the urban-rural split within the govermment, and the rural members’
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fear of their dry constituents.'® This argument echoed previous politicians’ beliefs and fears that the
province’s temperance forces voted in greater number and with more attention to the issue of liquor
control than their more moderate yet more numerous counterparts. As columnist Richard Needham
argued, this logic continued to prevail in the Conservative caucus since the argument about traffic
problems proved faulty. He revealed that provinces such as Nova Scotia, along with five other provinces,
had Sunday service with no increase in traffic accidents on their less sophisticated road systems.'*
Convincing certain caucus members to relinquish their fear of the dry forces and the govermnment to lessen
its reliance on moral controls proved a challenge for those desiring Sunday service of liquor.

The Ontario Chamber of Commerce endeavoured to accomplish this by submitting a bnef to
Cabinet in October 1965 calling for Sunday service with meals and a 1 am closing time for Saturday
nights. Pointing to the expected influx of tourists in 1967, the Chamber revealed that the early Saturday
closing time and the lack of service on Sundays constituted the greatest criticisms from tourists that it
received."*” This drive for Sunday service also brought with it complaints regarding those other policies
the government refused to change. Despite numerous applications from various groups and concerned
Ontarians the government did not remove the ban on service or sale of liquor on election days during its
June amendments. The prospect of closed liquor outlets on the upcoming federal electicn day, prompted
columnist Richard Needham to greet his readers with “All aboard for Gloomsville.” Although the Ontario
govemment’s ban covered only provincial and municipal elections, Needham still wondered “is such a
precaution really necessary in this day and age? If the bars and booze stores were to open in Toronto next
Monday, would anything dreadful occur?” He argued that politicians instituted such restrictions to protect
humans from their own inclinations even when those restrictions interfered with citizens’ liberties in an
otherwise modern and sophisticated society.'® While Needham’s arguments resonated with many
Ontarians, citizens continued to look to govemment to control their liquor consumption behaviour as one
Stratford woman’s letter to Yaremko illustrated. She complained in November 1965 that, because of the
new continuous public house hours, her husband stayed and drank through dinner. As Yaremko’s reply

revealed, the government relinquished its moral control in this particular area after much consideration.'*
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Critics also attacked local option as conflicting with liberty and democracy. The debates
surrounding a particularly contentious local option vote in West Toronto scheduled for January 1966
revealed the shortcomings of this early twentieth century policy. Municipal representatives complained to
the LCBO that the antiquated wording of the ballots, asking voters if they favoured local option or not,
was confusing since those voting for local option were actually voting against liquor sale and vice
versa.'® While early twentieth century voters widely understood the terms involved, the confusion the
terms created in the mid-1960s revealed the unsuitability of the entire system for the second half of the
century.

By 1966 any contentment that may have been achieved with the June 1965 liquor law
amendments had eroded with critics focusing even more vociferously on the unfulfilled policy directions.
The approaching Centennial year celebrations fuelled the demand for change further. After hospitality
industry associations appealed to the Legislative Committee on Travel and Tourism for Sunday service in
April, the debate reached a fever pitch with editorials appearing across the province. Criticising the
government’s incremental approach to policy change, The Globe and Mail wondered “Why must
Ontario always move so slowly and by inches?”” The public clearly voiced its support for Sunday sale, the
editorial argued and the government’s refusal to permit it for “the festivities of 1967 will put Ontario
badly out of step with Quebec and the United States, for those many tourists we hope will pause between

»181

the two. The Welland Evening Tribune echoed these sentiments arguing that the provincial
government seemed to “‘drag its heels out of force of habit.” Its refusal to permit Sunday service left an
otherwise “modern and progressive” province behind others like Nova Scotia and New Brunswick during
the Centennial year."*” These arguments and others like them focused on the slow pace of change. When
the government first took on the responsibilities of government control of liquor it applied a heavy
regulatory hand in morally controlling consumption behaviour. As it tried in more recent years to equalise
the balance between controls against abuse and service for moderate drinkers, it found itself hamstrung.

The complexity of the legislation, the incremental nature of policy change and the political culture of the

province and its leaders that favoured timely change only when a very large portion of the population
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favoured it, all conspired to slow down the pace of policy change. Therefore, as the pace of change in
morals and attitudes quickened—especially with an ever-younger population—the govemment found
itself unable to keep up. Every policy change denied became a source of irritation or even a blow to
provincial pride, as the following example demonstrated.

To illustrate the tourism industry’s insistent argument that the lack of Sunday liquor services
harmed Ontario’s image for tourists, Richard Needham recounted the experience of three American
visitors in the provincial capital in the summer of 1966. After being repeatedly refused service in
restaurant after restaurant these tourists “eventually found out that Ontario’s crazy liquor regulations
prevent you from having a drink with your meal on Sunday.” He explained how the government’s own
tourism department extolled Toronto “as a swinging, sophisticated city whose 600,000 post-war
immigrants have brought a delightful international flare.” This hardly rang true, he argued, when “you can
have a beer with your brunch on Sunday in Moncton, N.B. but not in Toronto, the hub of the universe.”'"
The history of criticisms against liquor control policies in Ontario is rife with similar sarcastic comments
about Canada’s other provinces. This revealed not only the sense of superiority that Ontarians felt about
their place of economic and social dominance in the country, but more importantly for our purposes, the
intense sense of embarrassment am:l disbelief that their liquor laws could possibly be more restrictive than
the smaller, and implicitly, more backward provinces.

Despite this type of pressure, the government kept up its resolve against Sunday service at least in
public. When faced with the Canadian Restaurant Association’s requests for Sunday sale with meals and
later Saturday hours, Yaremko replied that the govemment contemplated no change on the issue. In his
report to Cabinet on his meeting with this and other hospitality associations, however, Yaremko

»i54

recommended that any policy change “be deferred, implying that change of some sort was being
considered. Perhaps, then, the question should not be why was the government refusing to implement
change but why was it delaying any action? The answer certainly lies in the reason the measure for
Sunday service failed to pass caucus in the spring of 1965 in the first place. The dry lobby continued its

pressure on the government in a very direct if limited manner. Rev. Smalley of the OTF wrote Premier
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Robarts personally to oppose the licencing of restaurants for Sunday service. He argued the government
needed to preserve outlets for the “family unit” and people “who do not wish to be associated with
drink.”"*> The women of a London United Church also wrote their MPP, objecting to Sunday sale of
liquor and any lowering of the drinking age.'* These protest letters represented the traditional
prohibitionist groups of the province: temperance organisations, women’s groups and the United Church,
although such letters crossed the Premier’s desk, and those of his ministers, less frequently than they did
in the days of Drew or Frost. One group was also missing from this list, the WCTU. An April 1966 Globe
and Mail study pondered “What ever happened to the WCTU?” The author concluded, “the WCTU, if
not dying, has lost its punch.”"*’ In an era of changed social values, membership dwindled and the press
no longer covered its activities with the attention that it did as late as the 1940s and early 1950s. While
individual members continued to pay attention to the concemns of their vocal dry constituents, as the
heated spring 1965 caucus debates demonstrated, the continuing decline of the temperance movement
meant that the increasingly insistent voice of the moderate drinker began to reach even the most cautious
politicians.

The government grappled with these various pressures as it faced the daunting task of
implementing the policy changes passed in June 1965. Although the government announced its new
policy of licencing outdoor dining areas over a year before, the Licence Board failed to issue one new
licence. When questioned about this by the other members at its October 1966 Cabinet Committee
meeting, Robb replied that the Licence Board found “difficulty in delineating™ areas for the new outdoor
licences and needed further clarification from the government. Robb further argued that he could “see
difficuities” in implementing the new patios so the Committee agreed to leave the matter for further
study.'™ The Committee reached this ambiguous conclusion despite the fact that Yaremko had repeatedly
asked Robb over the previous months for information and interpretation on the Board’s policy regarding
open-air licences because he had to defend the delay before the House.'* Robb continually avoided
Yaremko's pointed and insistent requests for clarification, arguing that he was busy with meetings and

could not comment until applicants formally submitted specific applications. This lack of communication
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and clanfication between the bureaucratic and political arms of the liquor control system illustrated a
significant problem that Grossman struggled with during his short tenure as Chief Commissioner.
Grossman recalled that Robb complained of the government’s failure “to take a firm hand in matters of
policy.” Even with both men in agreement about the problem, “little seemed to change,”'® as the struggle
between Robb and Yaremko several years later illustrated.

While the government announced changes allowing new types of drinking environments like
open-air patios, it attached stipulations about ‘privacy’ and ‘reasonable’ locations that rendered the
Licence Board, the body charged with implementing the new policy, helpless as to how to proceed
without specific standards to follow. So instead of granting the highly publicised application for a roof top
cocktail lounge at the Toronto-Dominion Centre in downtown Toronto, the Board did nothing. Robb cited
the problem of delineating the distance between the building and the patio and the fact that the
govemment’s announcement strictly limited the new licences to dining lounges.'' Instead of
implementing vague policies, he preferred to force the government to clarify its intentions. This was a
difficult task given the simultaneous attempts to control and serve and the inherent contradiction of
licencing ‘open-air’ areas within a framework that regulated physical ‘spaces.’

This inactivity did little to improve the image of liquor policy in the eyes of many Ontanans.
Others with a stake in the issue opposed even recent press rumours that the Board might issue a lounge
licence where it had previously stipulated only dining licences. Restaurateur George Boukydis
complained bitterly in a letter to the editor about the government’s contradictory and discnminatory rules
regarding liquor and food consumption. “To the food service operators in Ontario it has always seemed
like a strange bit of whimsy that they should be required to tack on 50 rooms to their premises before
becoming eligible to serve a beer to a thirsty customer without first making him eat a sandwich.™'** This
‘whimsy’ resulted from the Board’s desire to associate liquor consumption with food. Therefore, it
enforced regulations concerning the number of bedrooms required to qualify for certam licences and

forced people to eat full meals when drinking in certain outlets and forbade them from doing so in others.
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The Cabinet Committee recommended two changes in response to this complaint and others
regarding the trouble of explaining to customers that they must order a meal before getting a drink and
then the problem of meeting the requirement of a ‘meal” which the LLA did not explicitly define. The
first allowed dining lounges to open lounges on the premises without needing a further licence. The
Committee stipulated, though, that the lounge have a number of chairs equal to only 10% of the number
in the dining lounge to make for “easy enforcement.”'® Secondly, the Committee recommended that, to
help ease the problem of meeting the meal regulation while still enforcing the association of food with
drinks in dining establishments, 25% of expenditures must be on food, a ratio that would be slowly
increased and phased in over 3 years.'® Clearly even when the government tried to lessen the moral
control that irritated customers, it complicated matters further by adding new provisions within the
framework of the moral control/customer service dichotomy.

Even while the Committee grappled with the implementation of the 1965 changes, the public
continued its barrage of complaints through the summer and fall of 1966 about those areas not changed. A
Stayner man complained to Robarts about Quebec’s impressive ski resorts compared to Ontario’s local
option area resorts which were “retarded by lack of proper modem day liquor legislation.”'* A Toronto
man asked Yaremko: “isn’t it time we grew up and accepted Sunday as a day of the week like the other
six?"'® A Windsor man added to this chorus by protesting the lack of self-serve stores to Robarts. He
argued that the government allowed Ontarians to buy liquor but not to see it. He pointed out that the
Ontario in which Ferguson first established liquor stores was much different that the one he lived in
today.'*’ This same man went on to write to Chief Commissioner Sheppard later in the fall of 1966 urging
him to lower the drinking age. Prince Charles now aged 18, could be King of Canada, he pointed out, but
could not buy a drink in Ontario.'® The upcoming events of 1967 prompted all of these appeals. As the
president of the Association of Tourist Resort Operators sarcastically asked in a brief to the Licence
Board, “‘will we charm them with rustic revivals and space-aged gimmickry and bore them dead with our
hospitality?”'®® By directing this overwhelming number of complaints at all areas of the government

control apparatus, these Ontarians helped form an unmistakable picture of public sentiment. Another
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significant anniversary facing the province also placed the entire liquor policy debate into a unique
context.

As the editor of the Beverage Alcohol Reporter pointed out, September 1966 was the S0*
anniversary of the beginning of Prohibition in Ontario. He questioned how far the government had come
since 1916 in recognising the maturity of society. He urged the government to “realise that we are getting
to be big boys” by making more liquor changes, especially in view of the editors’ “monotonous™
criticisms.'” Clearly this ‘monotony’ continued. Summing up months of protest, The Toronto Star’s
Ron Haggart concluded the year with a series of articles satirising ‘How to drink in Ontario.” He used as
his main theme one of the seemingly half-hearted June 1965 changes. Asking “why Ontario has no
‘Harmry’s Bar,”” he pointed out that while the name of a drinking outlet may be in large lighted letters, “the
description of what kind of place 1t is will be in rather stilted language and in smaller letters” beneath. A
drinking outlet could indicate ts licence in five-inch letters but not what type of drinks it sold. Before
1965 the letters were only two inches high. “In Ontario, you just have to know what a ‘Lounge’
means.”"”" Haggart's sarcastic ‘guide’ to negotiating the province's liquor laws highlighted that enough
residue of moral control remained in the laws that, with tinkering, they appeared even more ndiculous. As
he illustrated, the extra three inches added to the size of the letters only emphasised the reality that outlets
were bound to euphemistic phrases coined in the 1930s and 1940s and could not clearly indicate what
they sold. Haggart went on in this vein to criticise all aspects of the liquor laws from the rules stipulating
where one may drink or transport packaged liquor to the drinking age and the absence of Sunday
drinking. Although his Iitany of complaints seemed to offer little hope for change, the government soon
alleviated at least one of these hardships involved in drinking in Ontario.

SUNDAY DRINKING WITH MEALS

In response to this tremendous public pressure, the Licence Board announced Sunday sale in
early January 1967. Unlike 1965, caucus approved the Cabinet Committee’s October 1966
recommendation to permit the sale of liquor on Sundays.'” Chairman Robb explained the specific

stipulations: only with permission from the LLBO, only with meals in licenced dining establishments, and
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only from noon to 3 pm and 5 pm to 9:30 pm. For the first time the government endeavoured to define a
meal by outlining that items such as pretzels, cheese, crackers or sandwiches did not constitute one.'”
The aim of these provisos, Globe and Mail reporter John Dafoe explained, “is to ensure that liquor is
really being served with meals and that licencees are not merely serving Sunday drinks accompanied by a
crust of bread and a piece of sausage.”'”* While the govemment cautiously retained significant moral
control over this new type of licencing, this change represented its greatest departure from the
Prohibition-inspired framework that had consistently informed policy over the years.

What had prompted the Conservative caucus to accept a recommendation for Sunday service that
it rejected a year and a half earlier? Several factors influenced the reversal. Most observers attributed the
change to the expectations surrounding the upcoming Expo and Centennial celebrations, which must have
appeared much more immediate to the caucus members.'”” Furthermore, the early 1960s environment
fostered a belief in change and a new willingness to test new boundaries. The volatility of American
society with 1ts race riots, anti-war demonstrations and youth militancy contributed to this overwheiming
pressure for social change in Ontario and a shift towards more permissive attitudes towards personal
behaviour and the law.'” Beyond general expectations, the government had a more specific reason for
permitting Sunday service in anticipation of Expo. The restaurants at the Ontario Pavilion at Expo would
have been faced with two choices on Sundays: remain open like the rest of the Montreal outlets or close
in deference to its own laws back in Ontario. Either way, The Globe and Mail’s Richard Needham
concluded, the Ontario Pavilion would have been “the laughing stock of Expo.”'”” Another, less tangible
factor influenced the decision to implement Sunday sale. The public disappointment after the 1965
changes failed to include this particular service finally convinced caucus that a very large majority of
Ontanans favoured it. James Auld, Tourism and Information Minister and member of the Cabinet
Committee on Liquor Matters, noted a “changing attitude™ to drinking among all sectors of the public,
while Provincial Secretary Yaremko believed Sunday service would be “acceptable to most of the people
in the province.”'”™ The government, therefore, demonstrated its traditional approach of waiting patiently,

despite the intensity of criticism, to institute change only when assured of a large majority of support.
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The government accurately predicted this result. Omntarians polled by The Toronmto Star
universally praised the new service as “‘commendable,” “long-awaited,” “a wonderful Centennial gift,”
and “good for one’s morale.”'” Similarly, the hospitality industry greeted the amendment with joy,
predicting that Canadian and American tourists on their way to Montreal for Expo who might otherwise
not have visited Ontario would now patronise licenced restaurants and resorts.'*® The change would also
improve Toronto’s ability to attract large conventions, which traditionally began on Sunday evenings with
cocktails and dinner. The province’s ban on Sunday drinking previously discouraged conventions as the
manager of the Royal York lost 1000 customers in October 1966 when he informed a large Chicago
company of Ontario’s laws.'*!

The small minority of temperance advocates characteristically opposed the new policy.
Expressing his Church’s traditional prohibitionist beliefs, Rev. H.C. Slade of Toronto's Jarvis Street
Baptist Church exclaimed “Liquor is all bad and it’s worse on the Lord’s Day.”"** Rev. Mutchmor
believed this “end to Sunday sanctity” would place Ontario on par with “unbelieving Communist
countries.”'" Finally, Mrs. F.H. Hobson, past president of the WCTU complained “Wives who have to
put up with drunks all through the week will have them on Sunday too.”'* The *“ho hum™* reaction that
greeted the licencing of 500 Ontario dining outlets to serve liquor with meals on Sundays'*® not only
illustrated the tremendous decline in influence of these religious-based temperance forces but also
Justified the government’s delay.

Ushering Sunday sale through the Committee and caucus proved to be one of Yaremko's last
duties as Provincial Secretary. In late November 1966 Robarts undertook a major Cabinet shuffle moving
the 48-year-old Yaremko to Public Welfare. During more than six years in the post Yaremko helped
guide liquor policy through one of its most turbulent and active eras. His tireless work on the Cabinet
Committtee produced some of the most significant changes in liquor policy to date to reflect the desires of
a multicultural society such as the elimination of the liquor permit, the expansion of entertainment in
licenced premises and the widening of licencing to recreational facilities. Intending to infuse the new

Cabinet with youth and vitality,"” Robarts appointed 38-year-old Robert Welch of St. Catharines to
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replace Yaremko. A lay Anglican preacher and lawyer, Welch brought to the position of Provincial
Secretary tremendous energy as well as a dynamic speaking ability '* These attributes would help him
advance his predecessor’s changes and place his own unique mark on the position.

While Ontarians drank wine in the sidewalk cafés of Expo ‘67, enjoying the European ambience
of Montreal, many pondered their own liquor laws back home.'*® Although the pressure for amendments
throughout the early and mid-1960s largely originated from a desire to attract and impress visitors during
the Centennial year celebrations, the experience of the generally more sophisticated Quebec drinking
scene for Ontarians themselves served as a catalyst for further changes. Ontarians retumned home from
Montreal unimpressed by the large number of amendments passed in the first half of the 1960s and
determined for more, not just for tourists but for themselves. Provisions such as public outdoor patios,
election day opening, self-serve stores and a lower drinking age constituted the changes they would

demand in the aftermath of that pivotal 1967 experience.
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A “SIGNIFICANT EVOLUTION” IN THE SALE OF LIQUOR'

The experiences of Expo '67 and the Centennial vear were important as both a cause and a
symptom of ‘significant’ changes in the late 1960s. According to Bothwell, Drummond and English in
their history of post-war Canada. the mood of the Centennial vear was that, “the buttoned-up past of our
ancestors” was fast disappearing.” Changing the liquor laws was certainly part of this. While the
anucipation leading up to the Centennial year celebrations encouraged the government to implement
impontant liquor policy changes such as Sunday sale with meals. the experience of Expo itself created a
powerful and long-lasting legacy for Ontario society. The Oakville Daily Journal Record argued in a
January 1968 editorial that the outdoor cafés and tamily drinking scenes enjoved by Ontarians in
Montreal gave rise to a “more liberal attitude towards alcohol™ in the province. The editor went so far as
to predict that the outcome of this altered attitude would be more liberal liquor laws.” Arguably the
heightened expectations tor change and the severe criticism of Ontario’s laws that resulted trom the Expo
experience provided the momentum needed to swing the pendulum of liquor control away from the
paternalist stage into the more balanced approach of the early 1970s.

The immediate aftermath of Expo "67 undeniably witnessed an increase in the frequency and
intensity of criticism surrounding the liquor laws as many Ontarians saw their great Expo-inspired
expectations were not vet realised. Interestingly. while Expo provideq unique public drinking experiences
for Ontarians. and therefore prompted demands for outdoor patios and a lowered drinking age for
example, its legacy influenced views towards the retail side of government control as well. For example.
in early January 1968 a Clarkson resident recently relocated from Alberta complained to the LCBO. “we
find it annoying and rather silly to have to sign an order slip at the liquor store.”™ A week later NDP liquor

critic Pat Lawlor proposed private boutique-style liquor stores. Calling beer and liquor store order slips
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“ridiculous,” he likened that particular form of patemalistic control to surveillance by the “Great White
Father.”> Lawlor publicly expressed the type of criticism that the government and the Boards
increasingly received after Expo, complaints, longstanding in nature that would only intensify as future
catalysts placed the demands in a new light.
BREWERS' WAREHOUSING STRIKE

A Brewers’ Warehousing strike in the early summer of 1968 represented one such catalyst.
Occurring in the atmosphere of this post-Expo agitation for change, this strike came to symbolise much
more than the closing of beer stores. On finding their local outlets closed Ontarians called for beer sale in
corner stores and grocery stores.” The Globe and Mail's Bruce West predicted this demand as a “by-
product of the great beer drought.” especially since “many civilized lands™ sold beer in comer grocery
stores. This strike, in conjunction with another one at Quebec liquor stores. prompted Ontarians o
question not only the system of beer retail but government control itself. West noted the “depressing
atmosphere of monopoly about the whole business of selling liquor in this province.” While he
condemned “those prim and niggling littde regulations™ controlling drinking behaviour. West refused to
20 so far as “those liberty-howlers™ determined to create anarchy by eliminating even “our basic and vital
laws.” A Globe and Mail editorial the next day drew no such distinction. arguing that government
monopoly over liquor retail fulfilled none of the very few justifications for government to enter into
private commerce. Noting both the Quebec and the Ontario strikes the editor argued that the times had
changed since yesterday’s “moralists and custodians of public order™ dictated that govermment should be
the only liquor shopkeeper.® On July 19, the day after the Ontario strike ended an Qakville editorial
placed the strike and the demands it provoked in the overall context of the post-Expo era. Arguing that
1967 promised to be a tuming point for liquor laws in Ontario. the editorial explained that when denied
beer sales Ontarians felt disappointment and evinced disgust at the lack of significant change even more
acutely. This disappointment extended not only to the lack of independent beer and liquor retailers but to

the continued “hypocritical ritual of the rubber sandwich.” which dining outlets forced customers to
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purchase if they desired a drink.” Once again, one seemingly isolated incident, a strike. prompted a
critical questioning of the entire government control system.
SELF-SERVE STORES

These criticisms, built up since before the 1967 celebrations and amplified by the 1968 beer
strike, affected the government in a significant way. In late July just four days after the end of the strike
Provincial Secretary Robert Welich announced that the Board would open three self-serve liquor stores in
the Toronto area on an experimental basis.'® While the strike prompted calls specifically for beer in
grocery stores, this announcement cenainly addressed the general criticisms about government control.
This announcement also followed the LCBO’s recent visits to study the self-serve systems in British
Columbia. Oregon and Washington. Board representatives retumed generally “impressed™” with the décor
and operations of the various stores.'' Welch's announcement also represented the realisation of vears of
complaints about the particular irritation of hidden bottles and addressed the general argument that in
order to justify monopoly sale the government needed to provide the buyving atmosphere that customers
desired. In making the announcement Welch admitted as much. The change. he said. responded to
criticisms of “not being up to date, not using modern merchandising techniques.™"*

This proposal signified a dramatic change in policy trom the one that had intormed liquor retail
for over 40 vears. Welch’s remarks revealed that the business concerns of merchandising liquor in a
manner similar to other goods on open shelves now replaced the moral control philosophy that dictated
for decades that liquor bottles must be hidden from view. The government also demonstrated a quickened
pace of change to more closely mirror the public’s heightened demands for amendments. Before the 1965
Legislative Committee on Commissions. Chief Commissioner Sheppard explained that the Board was not
considering joining British Columbia in opening self-serve liquor stores. As late as December 1967
General Manager Spragge admitted that while “the easy-travelling jet-age™ of the late 1960s prompted
Ontarians to shun the old “peek-a-boo™ style stores and demand later hours and more exotic labels. the
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problems of theft and shelf space prevented the Board from changing.” The Brewers’ Warehousing

strike and the unprecedented expectation for change following Expo accounted for the relatively quick
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reversal in policy for a government often criticised for habitually dragging its heels on liquor law change.
Above all, Robarts responded to the reduced majority he eamned in the fall 1967 election. As his party
organiser Emie Jackson argued, voters had become much more sophisticated. seeking “action and
efficiency™ instead of remaining lifelong supporiers of one party.'* Therefore, while the cautious
incremental approach secured him a majority, Robarts realised that he had to respond to that aspect of the
province’s political culture that demanded timely reform in order to prevent any further erosion in his
majority.

Besides announcing self-serve stores, Welch revealed that the Cabinet Committee would begin to
scrutinise issues like the drinking age, expanding Sunday sale. and government’s involvement in personal
habits such as drinking.'* Such a prospect prompted a Chatham Daily editorial to predict: “Ontario liquor
control legislation, a stolid fortress of feudal imperium glowering over the twentieth century may be about
to lower the drawbridge.”'® The Brantford Expositor. more reserved in its reception. pointed out that
the Committee had no specific deadline and represented the government’s “‘customary cautious approach™
to liquor policy. While the Cabinet Committee stimulated numerous. though minor. amendments to the
laws over the first half of the 1960s. the editorial noted. in the interim Ontario residents had the “eve-
opening experience of Expo.” In this very different environment of the late 1960s. the editorial dismissed
proposals like self-serve stores or further studies as meaningiess until the government instituted grocery
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sale. ended local option and further liberalised Sunday sale.'” Despite calls for more change in response
to the self-serve announcement, Welch’s promise of further study of the liquor laws created a general
sense of optimism in the future fulfilment of the promises of 1967. Centainly many observers credited
Welch as the “sparkplug™ behind any future changes. The Windsoy Star editorialised that the 40-vear-
old minister himself reflected the “fresh new ideas™ of the youth and immigrants making up a significant
part of Ontario society.'® Clearly his emphasis on individual responsibility, rather than government

9

paternalism.'® revealed his determination to tip the balance towards customer service and away from

moral control. Self-serve stores and a commitment to future changes represented not only a traditional
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defence of the government’s monopoly, but a genuine change in attitude towards liquor control and the
government’s role in it.

Nevertheless some critics continued to focus on the shortcomings of Ontario’s drinking and retail
scene. A late July Hamilton Spectator editorial pointed out the hypocrisies inherent in making it a crime
for a 20-year-old to buy alcohol when he could legally join the army. The editorial also urged greater
flexibility in the sale of food and different types of alcohol in all licenced outlets and the licencing of
sidewalk cafés.”® A second Hamilton editorial that same day ridiculed the “monopolistic. over-regulated
marketing methods™ of the LCBO: the forms. the “severe mauling™ of wines. and the hidden bottles.
Obviously unimpressed by Welch's recent promise of experimental self-serve stores, the editorial called
for grocery sale of beer and independent retailers of wine and liquor.”' This continued demand for beer in
grocery stores. spurred on by the recent beer strike. ironically gained momentum from Welch's July
announcement rather than being muted by promises of improved liquor merchandising. When faced with
questions regarding the topics of study for the Cabinet Committee. Welch's “head nodded™ as one
reporter noted. to the possibility of beer sales in grocery stores.” Later that fall Premier Robars found
himself confronted with his young Provincial Secretary’s grocery sale hints. While his earlier leadership
style permitted ministers more initiative in policy formation. incidents such as these forced Robarts to
exercise more control over his C.abinet.:‘ Calling the liquor laws a “troublesome subject™ due to so many
“conflicting views.” Robarts expressed his own personal objection to the sale of beer outside the present
structure.™ While Welch enthusiastically sought to improve and expand his own particular policy area.
Robarts represented the entire electorate and endeavoured to reflect the majority’s opinions.

Another policy area predicted for review by the Cabinet Committee also revealed a difference of
opinion between Premier and minister. The lowering of the minimum drinking age continued to be a
major area of debate in response to the greater perceived maturity of the province’s youth. an increasingly
significant proportion of society. By 1966 half of Canada’s population was under age 21.”° At an early
November 1968 dance for the Young Progressive Conservatives (PCs) during the panty’s annual meeting,

Robarts told the young crowd that his government was considering lowering the drinking and voting ages
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from 21 to 18.° In response to Welch’s announcement that the Cabinet Committee would study lowering
the drinking age, and this speech to the Young PCs, Toronto’s Inter Church Temperance Federation wrote
to Robarts in November urging him not to lower the drinking age. In a reply reported in the Toronto
press, Robarts assured the temperance group that he would not consider i’ That Robarts felt it
necessary to personally reassure this group revealed his continuing desire to placate the province's dry
forces as well as his belief in government’s responsibility to protect citizens. particularly youth. from
potentially dangerous products like intoxicating and potentially addictive alcohol. His reply to a Hamilton
man’s call for a lowered drinking age the following month further revealed this stance. He explained that
the issue was not one of depriving vouth of the privilege of drinking at 18 or 19 but “of insuring society
will provide for their wellbeing.”*® Robans found himself caught between the demands of a voung
electorate and his own concern over their wellbeing. His biographer, A.K. McDougall. depicted this
challenge with Robarts dancing to rock music with the vounger members of his party one night and the
next day delivering a sombre speech to his peers in the role of a “prime minister accounting for his
stewardship.™”

Robarts’ concern over the effects of liquor policy change on the wellbeing of vouth revealed
continuity between him and Frost. one that is easily missed given the great diversity in the decades that
each man dominated. For all the liquor law change over which Robarts presided. his responsiveness to
public demands had cerain limits in much the same way that Frost resisted calls for room service or
ending the permit. While Frost’s critics accused him of bowing to the wishes of the strong and well
organised temperance groups. his personal dedication to patemnalistic public administration remained
steadfast. albeit less recognised. The same argument cannot be ma@e for Robarts. The symbolic. if not
official. signal of the death of organised temperance in Ontario. came in December 1968. The Ontario
Temperance Federation changed its name to Alcohol and Drug Concemns Inc., reflecting its concern with
the problems of abuse and excess and not with consumption itself. The group’s president explained the
change as part of an overall updating of the organisation “akin to a car’s new mode! for the year."*> This

change made Robarts™ belief in the protective role of government even more significant. a belief that
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caused him to struggle with the idea of lowering the drinking age in the face of pressure from his
ministers and the public.

Criticism cerainly continued both inside and outside Robarts’ caucus. Repeating its past role in
spearheading specific policy changes, the Ontario Hotel and Motel Association sent Welch a brief in
November in response to his invitation for suggestions for the liquor law study. The Association’s lengthy
list of demands included the implementation of past policy changes as well as new innovations in liquor
control. The brief called for action on outdoor licences and a clear policy on games and entertainment. In
June 1965 Provincial Secretary Yaremko had announced the introduction of outdoor licences and
permission for all types of entertainment. even going so far as to list exotic instruments like the oboe and
the xvlophone. Over two vears later the Association’s members working in the field still had no open-air
licences and experienced confusion over the entertainment policy. The brief also called for further
liberalisation on Sundays to include later Saturday or early Sunday hours which were promised in early
1967 but never materialised. entertainment. and convention cocktail parties without meals. The
Association inciuded correspondence from Toronto's Four Seasons Hotel indicating that it had recently
lost significant business because of the illegality of the traditional Sunday evening convention cockiail
party.”' Finally, the brief called for the desegregation of public houses. noting that the three Prairie
provinces either never had segregation or recently integrated and upgraded their beer parlours.™*

This call for desegregation of public houses echoed a similar briet submitted by the Windsor
Innkeepers™ Association three vears earlier. Several rounds of liquor law amendments in the intervening
vears failed to address this specific issue or the general atmosphere of that beer-dispensing outlet. The
two notable exceptions were in late 1967 and early 1968 when the Licence Board removed the regulation
dictating the price*® and glass size™ for beer in Ontario public houses. controls that had been in place
since 1934. Now, as The Globe and Mail’s Ron Haggan explained. proprietors could “‘charge what they
liked” for beer “in any kind of container they chose, from a pony to a stein to a jug to a vard.” While
Haggan noted the government no longer exercised its “stifling” control over these aspects of beer

consumption. he revealed that the average public house remained “"an environment of the most stupefving
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sleaziness.” *° In promoting desegregation and upgrading along the lines followed in the westemn
provinces. the hotel and motel lobby sought to address this situation.

Criticisms of the liquor laws emanated from within Robarts’ own caucus as well. Prescott-Russell
MPP J. Albert Belanger complained that the November Throne Speech failed to mention the results of the
Cubinet Committee liquor review. Echoing the hotel and motel lobby group’s brief. he specifically
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pointed to the early Saturday evening closing hour as “highly annoying.””” A Toronto Telegram editorial
called this criticism from one of Robarts’ own backbenchers a “pointed reminder to the government of
our ridiculous laws.™" Even after almost two vears of legal Sunday sale the government failed to extend
Saturday hours into early Sunday mormning (ie. to | am)., a move that had always been resisted as
intringing on the Sabbath. Despite the relatively short period of time since Welch's liquor review
announcement. critics like Belanger expressed imritation at the realisation that his government had failed
to implement later Saturday hours so many months after the introduction of Sunday sale.

Welch revealed a personal understanding of these liquor policy shortcomings in a December
speech to London’s Young PCs. While 80% of the population consumed alcohol responsibly and
therefore expected liquor services without undue encumbrances. he explained. the abuse and accidents
related to excessive consumption presented the government with a dilemma: 1o provide customer service
while minimising the health impacts of abuse. Welch of course articulated the twin. though often
contradictory. goals of government control. He made a significant distinction. though. between the
government’s responsibility to prevent health problems and past prohibitionist policies. which he argued
failed to prevent excess. Welch's expression of the government’s liquor policy dilemma underlined a
slow evolution away from a reliance on moral controls. based on the belief that drinkers’ behaviour
required significant regulation and towards greater individual responsibility on the drinkers themselves to
make reasonable choices. This evolution advanced through the 1960s. spurred on by the initiatives of
Allan Grossman and the general environment of personal rights and freedoms. Welch also pointed to one

of the most significant reasons for the slow pace of this evolution: an incremental approach to policy

change, an approach responsible, for example, for the ‘annoyving’ Saturday closing hours criticised above.



370

Weich urged that this traditional way of making policy be replaced by a “total” and “complete™ approach
that took into consideration the “whole picture of alcohol in society” in order to reach a “mature policy.™*
With Welch representing the youthful side of Cabinet and his audience representing the future of the
party, the evolution towards a more balanced liquor policy promised to advance even further.

By early 1969 expectations ran high for significant amendments as a result of the ongoing
Cabinet Committee study. Hopes and criticisms solidified around several very specific aspects of the
drinking laws. These represented not only longstanding irritants but aiso the last remaining conspicuous
moral controls over drinking behaviour. One of the most frequent complaints at this time focused on the
meal requirement in dining outlets. As The Toronto Telegram’s Peter Thurling explained. if vou want a
drink in a dining lounge or dining room “you're going to get hit with a plate of plastic celerv and crummy
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cheese, want it or not. Being told that in order to drink one must purchase a full meal in dining
establishments. often at inflated prices. clearly offended the sensibilities of a generation that prided itself
on personal freedoms.

Being told where one could legally drink also provoked a similar outrage. The sidewalk patios
enjoved in Montreal during Expo. and even the rooftop dining areas promised in 1965. had vet to
materalise in Ontario. While Chairman Robb continued to blame the delay on the lack of clear
government policy guidelines, Ontarians craved outdoor drinking even if they had to resort to the
unlicenced variety. Summer picnics were especially popular as Ron Haggun observed. for example.
among “the working-class. and largely immigrant population™ of Toronto who flocked to Toronto
Island.*” The popularity of wine and beer in Ontarians’ picnic baskets proved itself in the recent number
of fines for such illegal activity. For example. 1966 saw several highly publicised cases of fines and even
jail time levied against picnickers for having alcohol in a public place.*' A Scarborough man wrote to
Premier Robarts on behalf of a recent Dutch immigrant who faced jail time for not paying a fine for
having beer on a picnic with his family. He argued that the law against beer at a picnic had no place in a

province that considered itself progressive. It “makes us all out to be fools,” he exclaimed.** In his short

reply Robarts quoted the LCA’s definition of a residence and explained that to allow possession and
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consumption on a picnic left the Act vulnerable to opinion.** This reply revealed the government's
challenge in permitting drinking in places such as outdoor patios or parks. The entire government control
system was predicated on the definition of ‘residence.’ the only legal place to have or consume alcohol
from the time the system was created in 1927 until beverage rooms were opened in 1934. At that time
certain very specific public “spaces’ were added to the legal consumption locations. From that point on.
the government amended the laws and expanded the definitions, but the main framework of government
control remained one into which outdoor patios or parks could not easily be incorporated.

Critics also echoed the demands contained in the Hotel and Motel Association’s brief concerning
Saturday closing hours and sex segregation in public houses. Quoting the Canadian Restaurant
Association’s similar list of suggestions Ron Haggant argued “most people believe Sunday begins when
they get out of bed.”™ When the government doled out “that little goodie.” Sunday sale as a “patina of
progress” before the 1967 election, he argued. it failed to extend Saturday hours into Sunday. a law
“absurd even within the context of the Puritanism from which it flows.”™" Haggan recognised that the
“absurdity’ stemmed from the “patchwork™ approach of “half-hearted change which for so long has
passed as liquor ‘reform’ in Ontario.” an observation that Welch recently highlighted. By preserving
enough of the old moral prohibitions such as the ban on Saturday night sale as profaning the Christian
Sabbath. the government left itself open to a continued barrage of criticism. This criticism expanded to
include all policies perceived as impinging on individual choice. Haggarn labelled the sex segregation in
public houses “class discrimination™ and “so clearly out of date and absurd.™® A Toronto doctor similarly
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described the drinking age as “insane.” arguing it forced older teenagers into dangerous patterms of
underground drinking.*” While some critics clearly continued to expect further limited initiatives from the
Cabinet Committee. Welch's recent revelations about his hopes for changes in policy development
forecasted an entirely new approach to liquor control.

The retail side of government control received its share of complaints focused primarily on hours

and order forms. though some ‘liberty-howlers’ like Haggart continued to press for the most extreme

suggestions. As part of Welch's promised “whole new structure of liquor law.” Haggan proposed the
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abolition of the LCBO, “that Holy Roman Empire of the Provincial Government which neither controls
anything nor sits as a board.” Questioning the need for government liquor retail, Haggart echoed the
assertions of opinion articles appearing throughout the 1960s. Arguing that the Board did little to control
consumption “except for placing the occasional person on the interdicted list.” a significant power which
he interestingly mentioned as an aside, Haggart implied that it no longer fulfiiled the role the government
presumably intended it to carry out when it originally created the LCBO. Nevertheless. in making his
argument against government monopoly. he demonstrated that in the interim the Board became ~a sales
agency...concerned with administration and business.”™® Earlier generations, infused with temperance
attitudes. found this idea of a government operation offensive. In the 1960s atmosphere of efficiency and
customer service few found government monopoly necessarily problematic. except extreme critics like
Haggart. as long as the government fulfilled the public’s wishes. By addressing this demand the
government hoped to offset such attacks on its monopoly systemn.
A “SIGNIFICANT EVOLUTION” IN THE SALE OF LIQUOR

Seven months after the announcement. the Board opened its first self-serve liquor store in
Toronto in ....» Februaryv 1969. Welch described the new store. where customers could browse the aisles.
select their bottles and present them to the cashier for payment without the necessity of an order form. as
a “significant evolution™ in the s‘ale of liquor in Ontario. *'I can remember the old liquor stores with all the
mystery and the high, painted green windows and wire cages.” he reminisced.”” He placed the move in the
context of the government’s intention to provide service for the large majority of the population that used
alcohol responsibly while still concerning itself with countering the abuse of alcohol. While he did not
express it explicitly, presumably countering this abuse no longer necessitated hidden bottles and order
forms. This certainly did represent a “significant’ step along the evolution from moral control towards a
systemn of liquor retail that resembled more an “innocent gourmet shop than a liquor outlet.”™*® Customers
marvelled at the thousands of bottles lined up “on shellacked plywood shelves. with no sense of shame.™
Compared to the old “buying-by-numbers™ ordeal, the new shopping experience provided “a cornucopia
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of browns and reds...[a] fairyland of colour.™" The new marketing stvle also introduced women
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employees into the liquor stores for the first time since 1957 when the new [D permit card eliminated the
need for endorsers. When questioned in the interim about the absence of women emplovees in
government stores, the government always referred to the heavy lifting involved.” Now that the new
system necessitated the role of full-time cashier, the Board opened up its hiring to women for this position
only.

Most observers thankfully noted that the new system removed the “sin image™ and the
“humiliation™* inherent in the old highly regulated system. Customers enjoyed viewing unusually shaped
bottles and liqueur colours previously unknown to them when they simply ordered from lists of stock
numbers. Most customers responded with “well. it’s about time.” according to the manager of the first
self-serve store.” Putting the change in perspective. a Hamilton Spectator editorial reminded readers
that only a decade earlier obtaining liquor necessitated the “shameful procedure of buying a permit.”*" In
this sense the new marketing concept deserved the description of one reporter as “the most dazzling
reversal in psychology and concepts of service to come out of the Liquor Control Board of Ontario.”™ In
many respects. though. the shift to self-serve liquor stores represented the conclusion of Allan
Grossman's crusade to modemise and humanise the liquor buving experience early in the decade. While
he did not specifically promote this particular retail style. the improvements he initiated in eliminating the
permit. modernising store architecture. extending hours and locating stores in convenient locations like
shopping malls provided a transition from the store system first created by Ferguson to the supermarket-
style shops of the 1970s.

As with past policy changes. the aura of paternalistic control remained for many critics intent
upon a complete break with the past. While customers in the new self-serve stores simply presented their
bottles to the cashier for payment. the Board still required those in the older stores to fill out the much
derided order form. In recognition of the new stores, the Board ruled that customers in the conventional
stores as well as beer stores no longer had to sign their names and addresses, but they still had to indicate
on paper the particular products desired. General Manager Spragge justified the retention of the order

form “as essential in efficient operation of the stores™ since it forced customers to make up their minds
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before reaching the counter and it minimised the potential for misunderstandings over size or brand.”
Therefore there would be no more ‘Rover Collie’ incidents as in 1955 with customers flouting the law by
forging phoney names. The liquor and beer slips now became true order forms as in any other business:
they no longer represented a way for government to monitor the morality of liquor consumption. The
government slowly relinquished this control first with the conversion from the permit booklet. which
recorded all purchases to the permit card and now from the order form with an address and a signed
affidavit to a simple order form of products desired. Because this transition took place over such a long
period of time. most critics failed to recognise the lessening of moral control and focused instead on the
retention of the order form which for years had symbolised all the most detested paternalistic aspects of
liquor control. Therefore the majority of the press and opinions following the opening of the new self-
serve store urged the complete end to order forms. The editor of The London Free Press William C.
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Heine called them “annoying,” “silly” and “bureaucratic.”™® As Spragge's reasoning made clear. the
continuation of order forms in conventional liquor stores and all beer stores represented a sound business
decision rather than any effort at moral control.

In response to the new stores. the government found itself congratulated on the one hand and
bombarded with suggestions for further improvements on the other. Representative of most of the press
reaction. a Globe and Mail editorial praised the move to establish self-serve stores and abandon the
signed order form. It then sarcastically suggested that Welch’s “significant evolution® could “degenerate
into such things™ as faster service. a more civilised atmosphere. beer in grocery stores. all-night liquor

! While these proposals focused on the retail side of

stores and the complete elimination of order forms.®
government control. others saw the change to self-serve as an opportunity to promote amendments to
liquor licencing. Less than two weeks later the Young PCs appealéd to Weich for later Saturday and
Sunday drinking hours in addition to the private sale of beer in grocery and corner stores. These vounger
representatives of the government party also voiced their support for lowering the drinking age. cenainly

spurred on by Robarts’ personal revelation to them a few months earlier that the government was

considering such a move.”” The province’s Joint Board of Travel Associations also appealed for resort
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licences in dry areas,” a further erosion of the local option system to respond to the growing demands of
the tourism industry. The government therefore faced tremendous pressure to continue its demonstrated
commitment to lessening control over liquor retail from not only the press across the province but also
from the Young PCs and the tourism lobby.

While the overwhelming reaction to the new self-serve stores was positive, there were a few
isolated examples of displeasure at the new retail system. A Sarnia Observer editorial accused the
government of loosing sight of the original purpose of the LCBO. “to control consumption of liquor for
the greatest good of the greatest number.” By speeding up service with self-serve. the editorial argued. the
government revealed its predominant concem: to increase profits rather than “uplifting the morality of the
people.™ The Port Hope Guide similarly argued against the government's initiative in “making the
purchase of liquor too attractive.” While the editorial reinforced that it was not advocating prohibition. it
argued the government should maintain more “stringent controls at the store level.™* Critics concerned
with the amount of alcohol sold in the province definitely had the statistics to back them up. Over the past
decade sales increased 224% while profits paid to the Treasurer rose 234%.” as Table 22 in chapter 6 and
Table 24 in chapter 7 illustrated. While an increase of a million and a half Ontarians over the decade
cerainly contributed to this rise.®” the liberalisation in the number and type of liquor outlets also
contributed to the expanded consumption. By the early 1970s Ontario’s per capita consumption of
absolute alcohol for those age 15 and over was 11.45 litres. up from 7.3 litres noted for 1950. Rates across
the country were generally over 10 litres with the Canadian average just below Ontario’s at 11.14 litres.
Ontario had the third highest consumption rate after British Columbia and Alberta.®® These two editorials
represented the sort of argument that encouraged the government to maintain the conventional type of
store with its moral controls like order forms and hidden bottles for. so many vears. In abandoning that
set-up over 40 years after its establishment. the government demonstrated the final stage in its long but. as
Welch argued, “significant’ evolution away from the moral restraints that originally justified government
monopoly. As the government slowly removed these moral restraints, the only way to justify its

monopoly in the face of repeated calls for private sale was to regularise liquor retail with self-serve stores.
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Brigadier Spragge’s communication with liquor store managers regarding the continuation of
order forms in conventional stores represented one of his last actions as General Manager of the LCBO.
At age 61 he retired at the end of the fiscal year on March 31, 1969.°° His longstanding Assistant General
Manager, J.S. Abra, a World War Two veteran, replaced him in the position. Spragge served the Board
for 22 vears guiding it through two post-war decades of growth and expansion. His longevity in the
position pointed not only to a party long in power but also to his own competency and dedication. He led
as the Board’s top bureaucrat during those years when the Chief Commissioner was an elected MPP, from
the time he was hired in 1947 until Sheppard was appointed in 1963. Therefore. although he gained little
public auention, he played a crucial role in infusing the Board with the goals of efficiency and
modernisation. especially throughout the days of rapid growth in the early 1950s. When he joined the
Board it ran 134 liquor stores.”® Upon his retirement he oversaw the operation of 418. including one self-
serve store. ' as Table 25 shows. Above all Spragge represented the business side of government control.
steering the system from a utilitarian monopoly to a modern and complex enterprise dedicated to serving
its customers according to their tastes and wishes.

Table 25
Tota! Liquor and Beer Stores in Ontario 1960/61-1969/70
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RESULT OF THE CABINET COMMITTEE REVIEW

Extended Sunday Drinking Hours: Nothing illustrated the success. as well as the conclusion, of
Spragge’s era more than the government's liquor law changes announced by Provincial Secretary Welch
in late April, just a few weeks after his retirement. Representing the results of the Cabinet Committee’s
study of the liquor laws, these changes concemed themselves exclusively with public drinking. First. the
changes addressed weekend licencing hours. They extended Saturday closing time to | am thereby
making the hours of sale for all outlets uniform from Monday to 'Saturday. This represented the
realisation of a change anticipated since 1967 when the government first legalised Sunday drinking. The
changes also ended the split in Sunday drinking hours around the lunch and dinner hours making them
continuous from noon to 10 pm. Drinking on Sundays still required full meals including “the usual
assortment of foods commonly ordered at regular meal hours.””> The govemnment also legalised sale on
Good Friday and Christmas Day “under the same circumstances as Sunday.””> While the moral control
that associated Sunday drinking with dining remained. these two changes represented a significant
advancement away from the moralistic attitude. which dictated in 1955 to hotel proprietors that sale on
Good Friday, one of the holiest days in the Christian liturgical calendar. “of course, is forbidden.™ ™ These
two changes also pointed to the secularisation of Ontario society, particularly with the increase of non-
Christian immigrants.

Sunday Banquets Without Meals: The government also addressed another recently attacked
licencing area. The Licence Board could now issue special occasion permits for the sale of liquor without
meals on Sundays “for international. national and provincial conventions.” Other types of gatherings
could qualify for these permits for Sunday sale provided they met “the Sunday regulations with respect to
meals.”™® The manager of the Special Occasion Permit Department n'einforced this meal requirement later

77

in the vear waming banquet organisers “tidbits don’t count as meals.””’” Many Toronto hotels had recently
complained to the Board of the significant convention business lost because they could not provide
Sunday evening cocktail parties. This change, with its distinction between specific types of conventions

and other gatherings, clearly represented a direct response to this problem. More importantly, it also
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served as the first opportunity for Ontarians, albeit a specialised group, to drink in public on Sundays
without the requirement of a full meal. Furthermore, it symbolised the continued erosion of the moral
control that the government exercised over when and where Ontarians consumed liquor and opened the
door for further extensions of Sunday drinking.

“Consideration to the Licencing of Patios”: Weich concluded his statement of these regulatory
changes with two general policy announcements. “With the upcoming summer season.,” he explained
“the Board will now proceed to give consideration to the licencing of patios.” Four years earlier
Provincial Secretary Yaremko first announced that the LLBO would consider applications for the
licencing of private outdoor dining areas like courtyards or rooftops. The Cabinet Commitee
recommended this type of outdoor licencing as a type of interim concession since it concluded Ontarians
were not vet ‘ready’ for true open-air drinking. In the intervening years. miscommunication and lack of
policy gcuidelines resulted in no outdoor licences. After many Ontarians experienced sidewalk patios in
Montreal during Expo the desire for this type of drinking environment only intensified. Therefore.
Welch’s announcement. if only a brief reference to upcoming licences. represented a recognition that
perhaps Ontarians were finally readyv to drink outdoors in public. Finally. and almost as an afterthought.
Welch announced. “also, Mr. Speaker. [ should mention that in the near future necessary changes will be
made to provide for unrestrictecli seating of male and female patrons in...public houses on application to
the Board.”™ This indicated the government's intention to eliminate one of the final vestiges of
Depression-era regulation over beer consumption.

*“A MISER DOLLING OUT PENNIES”

The press greeted the changes with wildly divergent commentaries. A Hamilton Spectator
editorial lauded Welch’s announcement as “the single biggest reform™® since the 1930s. While the
provision for special occasion permits for Sunday service without meals under verv specific
circumstances signalled a major advance in Sunday drinking, this praise cernainly represented a
significant overstatement. Tinkering with hours of sale and restating past policies like open-air drinking

constituted the bulk of the announcement. At the other end of the spectrum. The Windsor Star
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editorialised “with all the abandon of a miser dolling out pennies, the Ontario government has announced
another baby stride in its policy of liberalizing the laws that govern the sale of liquor.”® Most observers
expressed opinions somewhere in between. welcoming the modest changes and noting the need for more.
Local option, the drinking age, order forms. drinking on picnics and the meal requirement in dining
outlets and on Sundays represented policy issues that critics identified as requiring the government’s
attention. A Sarnia editorial likened the remaining moralistic regulations informing the above aspects of
government control to remnants of the nineteenth century. In the latest round of “spring cleaning.” the
editorial argued. “'the dust of Victoria's day” proved difficult to wipe off."’ While Welch's April changes
responded to years of criticism and lobbying efforts, they only served to fuel the public’s seemingly
insatiable appetite for amendments, especially to eliminate those laws perceived as infringing on
Ontarians’ freedom to decide when, where and under what circumstances to consume alcohol. In a twist
on Prime Minister Trudeau’s famous quote about the state and the bedroom. a Brockville editorial
promoted this type of freedom of choice by demanding that the provincial government “take the state out
of the barroom.™ Clearly Trudeau represented a new public stvle with his liberal attitudes towards
personal freedoms. In this context. beliefs changed quickly as the tremendous pressures of a “boisterous
vouth uprising™ questioned the traditional attitudes towards sex. marriage. and drugs. This environment
also fostered liberal attitudes towards drinking and a serious suspicion of the state’s role in regulating it.™
“Full Cocktail Lounge Privileges” for Dining Outlets: The following month Provincial
Secretary Welch made another announcement aimed at fulfilling these demands. In late May he explained
licenced dining outlets, currently required to serve a full meal with every drink. could apply for “full
cocktail lounge privileges.” meaning that they could serve drinks without full meals or just with snacks if
the customer desired. This represented the conclusion of the Cabinet Committee's 1966 three-vear
implementation period on this policy. The change came with two important stipulations. The first required
licence holders to ensure the total volume of alcohol sales did not exceed the total volume of food sales in
a single month and to provide records to substantiate this 50/50 ratio. The second, as Welch outlined.

restricted the new system to Monday to Saturday. “I don't think we're ready for Sunday drinking [without
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meals] vet. This is an evolutionary thing."® He clearly demonstrated his government’s incremental
approach to policy change. In keeping with this approach he continued to defend the preservation of meal
requirements on Sundays, despite the fact that a month earlier he announced the legalisation of cocktail
banquets without meals for certain types of Sunday conventions. Regardless, removing the meal
requirement in dining establishments, even with the necessity of the 50/50 ratio, represented a significant
departure from the government’s past insistence that diners must purchase full meals in order to drink.
While this insistence cerntainly contributed to moderation in theory, in practice both customers and
restaurant employees circumvented the law with the infamous “rubber sandwich” and other pretences so
as to bring the entire licencing system into disrepute. Furthermore, the meal requirement appeared
hypocritical and symbolised the government’s inconsistent efforts at moral control when drinkers in other
outlets like a lounge or a public house were forbidden from ordering a full meal. Therefore. this change
represented a crucial aspect of Welch's overall strategy of placing “responsibility where it belongs—on
the individual.™*

The Apnl legislative announcement only magnified the public’'s expectations for outdoor
licences. By late May a London Free Press editorial complained that no such licences had vet been
issued.™ In early June Joe McClelland, a columnist with that newspaper. reiterated the complaint. noting
that it had been four years since the government first announced it would permit open-air licences in
enclosed areas such as courtvards and rooftops. Complementing his article with a large photograph of a
German beer garden. McClelland observed “the contrast between covert Ontario beer drinking
establishments and the institutional German beer garden is obvious in this photo of Hofbrauhaus Garden
in Munich.” The reason for the delay, McClelland discovered from talking to Licence Board Registrar
Hugh J. Browne. stemmed from the difficulty of defining a patio or c.ourtyard. *It looks simple enough to
the innkeeper.” Browne explained. “but in terms of liquor legislation...What is it?” Chairman Robb
complained of this problem to Provincial Secretary Yaremko in the period immediately following the
1965 announcement. But as Browne revealed, the government simply announced the policy decision in

1965 and then left it up to the Board to find ways to implement it. Following greater clarification with the
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government’s most recent announcement of outdoor licences. Browne promised to expedite the process of
issuing such licences.®’

Browne’s prediction proved to be accurate. Just a month later the Board issued Ontario’s first
outdoor café licences for two hotels in Toronto.*®* This represented a long awaited legacy of the Expo "67
experience. After four years of delays and tremendous anticipation, Ontarians now had the opportunity to
experience at home the same sorn of drinking environment they increasingly sampled while travelling to
places like Europe and Quebec. Ontario’s closest neighbour also formed an important influence as
Onuarians frequently visited the large American cities near the border to sampie the nightlife and the more
sophisticated drinking scene. This type of close association with these American cities reveals the
continuation of the ‘intimate’ relations across the border that Angus discovered in his 1930s survey:
weekend trips. business meetings and family gatherings.” The long build up to the new type of licence
determined that the novelty would soon wear off, as would the public’s acceptance of the continued
imposition of moral controls over consumption behaviour. As liquor policy critic Ron Haggart took great
pleasure in pointing out in early 1970. the Licence Board imposed its “shamefaced attitude™ on the new
licences stipulating that they be screened from public view in courtyards or other such private areas.™ He
called on government to stop tinkering with the laws by adding new opportunities onto old tframeworks
and instead re-evaluate why the province had liquor licencing. Clearly. after four vears of debate and
delay on the issue. the Board continued to adhere to Yaremko's 1965 restriction that open-air drinking be
private. Obviously the govemment and the Licence Board continued to conclude. as the Cabinet
Committee did in 1965. that Ontarians were not vet ‘ready” for truly public outdoor drinking. This
reasoning did not stop Ontarians from demanding this type of licencing. Later in 1970 the Director of the
Roval Ontario Museum, Peter C. Swann expressed his desire for ;nore attractive outdoor cafés in an
opinion leter to The Toronto Star. Like McClelland. Swann accompanied his letter with a large picture
of a Paris café featuring drinkers seated at tables and chairs directly on the public sidewalks. He noted the
friendliness and relaxation inherent in this type of setting and bemoaned the lack of such opportunities in

Ontario. When a customer lined up “at the antiseptic Brewers’ Retail outlets...as the case comes hurtling
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towards him, he can hardly discuss local events or common interests.”" Interestingly Swann. like most
other critics of the province’s liquor laws, managed to include the shortcomings of the retail system in a
letter dedicated to the lack of outlets conducive to interaction and communication like the Parsian
outdoor cafés. Clearly Welch’s 1969 announcement. like Yaremko's in 1965, created just as much
criticism as it endeavoured to eliminate.

Welch’s announcement also caused an intensified lobby effort for those policy areas not
addressed. The drinking age remained the most prominent liquor issue now consistently before the public
throughout most of the decade. In an official declaration of its support for lowering the drinking age
tevident on university campuses since at least 1964) the University of Waterloo sent a brief to Welch in
July. With the unanimous support of its Board of Governors. the University’s brief called for the lowering
of the drinking age to 18.”> Conservative MPP Allan Reuter also publicly urged his government to under
take the “formidable™ task of creating a single “age of accountability.”™ He noted the disparity between
the ages at which Ontarians were deemed legally responsible to drive. drink. marry without parental
consent. join the army and be responsible for debts. He urged action since half of the population was
under 25 and therefore personally affected by this disparity. This statistic. accepted as the reality for all of
North America and not just Ontario in the second half of the 1960s.™ formed the impetus for many
arguments for a lowered drinking age. A Port Arthur news report similarly pointed out that the percentage
of Ontario vouth necessitated a resolution of the age of accountability issue. including the drinking age.”

Welch's vague April reference to future desegregation of public houses also created a tremendous
amount of anticipation. While the traditional public house with its drab décor and lack of diversions
remained. some observers noted a hint of improvement. A late July Hamilton Spectator editorial
explained that several area public houses used the extra income derived from the end of the government’s
price regulation to update conditions for a more “comfortable” and “homey” atmosphere.” Many
therefore viewed ending sex segregation as the last hurdle in creating a true replica of the British pub.

To achieve this, Welch informed licence holders in July that they could apply to conven their

men only rooms into fully integrated public house licences on an optional basis. Therefore. because the
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Robarts’ government trusted the hospitality industry with this information and not the general public.
critics continued to deride the public house since little seemed to change in practice. One London man
questioned the existence of men only rooms in a letter to the editor in late October. “Are we so
uncivilized that we can't sit in the same room together”™ he wondered.” By the end of 1969 Weich
acknowledged that the informal invitation he issued to public houses to convert to fully integrated
licences did not accomplish the goal he intended. Therefore he promised action on the complete end of
segregated public houses in the new year. This announcement provided the Opposition the opportunity to
engage the Provincial Secretary in what The Ottawa Journal described as “a side splitting exchange.”
The debate between Welch and Dovercourt Liberal MPP Dante DeMonte degenerated into a double-
meaning discussion about the existence of “joint beverage rooms™ in Ontario.” That such a topic even
needed to be discussed exemplified for the Opposition and for many Ontarians the absurdity of separating
the sexes for the activity of consuming alcohol on the eve of the 1970s.

Perhaps nothing illustrated more clearly the end of one decade and the promise of another than
the outcome of an October 1969 study on the future of the LCBO warehouse and head office in Toronto.
The study concluded that the Board could only hope to “get bv™ at the present location for another four
vears due to the lack of suitable space for the new automated storage svstem the Board planned to
acquire. Therefore the Board faced the difficult decision to move or stay and improve the old premises.”
The Board began to outgrow a facility that epitomised modern retailing and inspired envy in materials
management experts across North America when it was built in 1954, In 15 vears the volume of liquor
sales outgrew a facility designed at the time for the needs of the future. In 1954 the new head office
oversaw the sale of 88.4 million gallons of alcohol.'® By 1969 the amount increased to 138 million.'®! as
Table 26 depicts. While a population increase of approximately 3. million people'®* over this period
certainly accounted for some of this increase, other factors alsc influenced the Board's booming business.
When asked to account for the rise in wine sales at year's end, the Board’s Public Relations officer. Frank

Duggan attributed it to prosperity: “everybody has more dough.” The Chief Wine Consultant. Roben

Galichon, referred to other factors such as the cultural tradition of having wine with meals among
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Ontario’s many new ethnic groups and an increasingly well travelled public who visited the wine
producing regions of the world. Galichon summed up his impressions by arguing Ontarians wanted the
“fuller life” with wine playing an imponant role.'”® Clearly, affluence. higher education levels. and fads

helped account for increased consumption of wine in Ontario.'*

Table 26
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The experiment with seif-serve liquor stores also contributed to the increased demands on

warehouse capacity. After only two months in operation. the popularity of the first such store prompted
the Store Operations Manager to report “sales to date I feel have been greater than anticipated.™* He also
related the store has been a success™ according to feed back from customers. staff and supervisors. Bottle
breakage from customer handling proved to be “*very low™ contrary tb the Board’s earlier fears. theft was
equally inconsequential and customers and clerks enjoved the closer communication that the new set-up
afforded them. When these observations combined with the valuable experiences gained by the Board in

studying self-serve systems in New Brunswick and Pennsylvania that fall,'®® the move beyond the

experimental stage in self-serve proved cenain. Consequently, in late December Sheppard announced the
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Board's intention to embark on a long-term program of converting the province's 425 liquor stores to
self-serve and building only new self-serve stores.'®” This move would not only necessitate greater
warehouse space as a Board report indicated'® but it would dramatically change the face of liquor
retailing in the province from the one familiar since 1927.

The prospect of self-serve stores all across the province prompted reaction in many quarters. As
so many past critics coupled the demand for self-serve liquor stores with grocery sale of beer, the
government as well as Brewers’ Warehousing, perceived a serious public desire for that type of beer retail
in response to the extension of self-serve liquor stores. Brewers” Warehousing acted quickly with two
studies early in 1970. The first, carried out in January by the Canadian research company Market Facts.
studied public attitudes towards beer stores “in response to the discussion in various media regarding the
possibility of beer being available in grocery stores.” From a sample of 690 men and 690 women from
various Ontario communities, the study concluded that the majority ot adults favoured beer in grocery
stores “as a freedom.” Further, the study revealed that “no matter what the company has done™ the
public’s assumption remained that more could be achieved to “improve service.” Therefore. the study
advanced numerous recommendations to “minimise the danger of a vocal minority putting the question of
grocery sale to a vote.” The first recommendation focused on “removing all symbols and symbolic
activities...that suggest control. regimentation and government intervention.” The study singled out order
torms as the most obvious example. The other recommendations centred on convenient store locations.
improved décor, enhanced staff communication with customers and the company’s impressive bottle
recycling record.'® This study proved both valuable and timely as the pressure for grocery beer
intensified by the early spring prompting Brewers® Warehousing to commission vet another study.

In late May the president of the Loblaw food chain, Leon Weinstein. announced his intention to
lobby the government for permission to sell beer in his grocery stores. He argued that his outlets could
offer beer more cheaply and conveniently than the present system. The retorts quickly followed. The
president of Brewers’ Warehousing, Earl K. Brownridge, not surprisingly dismissed the suggestion as

“the biggest mistake the government could ever make.” He boasted that other provinces looked to the
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Onuario beer retail system *“as a model of efficiency for both brewer and consumer.™'° The government’s
response reflected a detailed brief prepared for Welch by his staff the day of Weinstein's announcement.
The brief argued that under the present system the government and not the brewers set the price of beer.
therefore, grocery stores could not possibly offer lower prices. The brief further listed the many
challenges that grocery stores would face in even meeting the present level of service provided by
Brewers” Warehousing: warehouse space, distribution network. packaging, empties. and prompt service
to customers. If beer were introduced onto their shelves grocery stores would have to limit employees to
those 21 and over. Finally, the brief noted that the recent British Columbia liquor inquiry. the Morrow
Commission that reported in March, made no recommendation for the removal of beer from government
control.''! Therefore. when questioned in the Legislature Welch maintained the position of ministers
responsible for liquor control before him. “The government has no plans to permit beer to be marketed in
grocery stores.” While he earlier contended that the government was at least studying the concept. he
now explained *to accommodate changing buver practices.” the government concluded “these alterations

il

can and should be made within the existing government controlled merchandising svstem. This strong
defence of government control. coupled with a wholehearted commitment to customer demands. directly
resulted trom the threat of private alcohol retail.

For Brewers® Warehousing Welch's assertions led to a second study. one that looked to the
government’s recent innovations in liquor store service. A week following Weinstein's lobby effort. the
beer distribution company’s own marketing service carried out a survey of 120 customers at a newly
opened self-serve liquor store in Scarborough. The study concluded the new store to be “a success.”
noting the “overwhelming satisfaction and pleasure™ expressed by'the customers. A large majority of
those interviewed (84%), liked not having to fill out order forms and the relaxing atmosphere that
encouraged browsing. The report aiso included verbatim comments from customers which pronounced

LYY

the new store “more civilized.” “not limited to jail atmosphere™ and conducive to “more service and

wil3

help. While this report cenainly illustrated the success of the LCBO’s new stores, it also revealed that

Brewers’ Warehousing felt it worthwhile to study this innovation in liquor retailing in order to assess the
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reaction of customers, many of whom also shopped in its own stores. With the government maintaining
its commitment to improving customer service within the government control structure. Brewers’
Warehousing therefore asked the LCBO later in the summer to lift the order form requirement in beer
stores.'"

Despite the government’s vocal opposition to the idea of grocery sale of beer. Weinstein's request
for it nevertheless prompted various opinions on the subject. The government continued to receive letters
from Ontarians noting the more convenient locations and hours of grocery stores compared to beer
outlets. One man for example demanded the right for “grown adults™ to purchase beer at “reasonable”
hours. In reply General Manager Abra informed the critic that many liquor and beer stores remained open
until 10 pm while the hours of private businesses like grocery stores came with no guarantee.'’® The
public debate focused on similar issues. In an opinion article in The Toronto Star. assistant professor of
English at the University of Toronto. Dennis Duffv. mounted an argument for grocery sale of beer from
the perspective I am only a consumer.” He compared the more convenient hours and locations of
neighbourhood grocery stores with the present system of “relatively few outlets designed with the grace
and warmth of a prison house maintained by small staffs with the customer helping to maintain inventory
control (what else are those crazy slips for?)” He also challenged those who cited the problem of
wreventing sales (o minors as an argument against grocerv sale to find higher rates of adolescent
drunkenness in Montreal. a city with private beer retail. Duffy expanded the debate bevond the usual
arguments by introducing the interesting concept of “urban ecology.” He explained that, unlike the
institutional Brewers™ Warehousing outlets. small and numerous neighbourhood grocery stores could
police litter, violence and general well-being in their own communities.''®

A Toronto Star editorial discussed the benefits of convenience, price and a “healthier approach™
to consumption inherent in grocery sale where families bought their food as opposed to the “furtive”
atmosphere engendered at the government outlets. After using these arguments to build a strong case for
grocery sale. the editorial ultimately concluded that the most important issue was “those empties.” The

editorial praised the efficiency of the present bottle return system and feared that grocery stores were so
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distracted with other responsibilities that they might even contribute *to further serious littering of our
countryside.™!” With Brewers’ Warehousing and the government committed to improving customer
service within the present government control system spurred on by threats of private sale it seemed that.
as The Toronto Star editorial concluded. no private businesses could do the job of retailing beer as well
as a system dedicated exclusively to the task. While the issue of opening up beer sales to private retailers
prompted much agitation in the press and the correspondence of the government as it had done in
previous decades, perhaps The Globe and Mail’s old barroom cartoon characters from past policy
debates pronounced the true public feeling on an issue that tended to raise tempers but in actuality was
probably strongly supported by only a minority. Seated in their familiar dingy public house discussing the
recent demands for grocery sale of beer. one fellow said to the other “when they start bringing it to us in
shopping carts. Dooley. I quit!""'®

Where the Provincial Secretary’'s staff looked to the recent Morrow Commission in British
Columbia to justify the government’s refusal to permit grocery sale of beer. it failed to respond to another
aspect of the Morrow Report. an aspect that prompted much public agitation for change. In mid-April
British Columbia announced that as a result of its recent liquor inquiry it would lower the provincial
drinking age to 19. making it the first province to permit drinking among teenagers.''” Two days later.
responding to concems about p;mems of covert drinking among older students. a Winnipeg school board
announced that it would study the feasibility of lowering Manitoba’s drinking age to 19 as well.'”"" The
Telegram’s Ron Haggant attributed British Columbia’s changes and the Winnipeg study to the
“straightforward™ and “clearly worded” Morrow Report. He also expressed his hopes that such thinking
would “spread to Ontario.”'*! Critics also wrote to the government voicing such demands. One man
wondered why Ontario’s drinking age remained unchanged at 21 while British Columbia, Quebec and
New York had lower ages. General Manager Abra replied that the question of the legal drinking age was

v]22

“under consideration. Pressure to lower the drinking age now took on a national context with other

provinces lowering or studying their minimum drinking ages.
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LIQUOR LICENCE BOARD CHAIRMAN JUDGE ROBB RETIRES

In this context of grocery sale threats and the heightened demands for change the most significant
events of the first year of the new decade occurred: the retirements, within two months of each other of
the two most prominent bureaucrats in Ontario’s government control system. In late July Premier Robarts
announced the retirement of 81-year-old W.T. Robb after 26 years as Licence Board Chairman, effective
September 1. Robb served as the Board's only Chairman. beginning his career in liquor control in 1944 as
head of the newly formed Liquor Authority Control Board and then two years later commenced his
current position with the Authority Board’s successor the Liquor Licence Board. In 1944 he oversaw the
licencing and inspecting of 1,732 licenced outlets, all of which were designated as hotels or private clubs.
26 vears later he regulated 3,339 premises including public houses, tavemns, restaurants. theatres. air
planes, railways. and motels.'® Calling him the “scrappy little man from Orangeville.” The Toronto
Telegram's Robert Sutton noted the unrelenting criticism Robb faced throughout his long career. To the
temperance forces upset at new licences Robb represented a high handed dictator.” On the other hand
disgruntled licence applicants accused the devout United Church member and teetotaller of being unfair
and prejudiced. Looking back the only charges to which he pleaded guilty concerned his religion and his
drinking habits. T haven't had a drink since 1946.” he admitted. I used to like a rye and water now and
then and I think now that | would again.”™ As to the other charges Robb explained that his job lett him in
“a vulneruble position. but I enjoved it.” hence the ‘scrappyv’ description. He noted that recently the
temperance forces in the province looked more favourably upon him and his decisions. a change he
auributed to the Ontario Temperance Federation’s 1968 name change and its subsequent emphasis on a
moderate use of alcohol rather than total abstinence.'** Regardiess of the controversy and complaints
surrounding Robb throughout his career, Sutton pointed out the irony.of a teetotal United Church member
overseeing reforms over a quarter of a decade that resulted in a greater number and variety of drinking
outlets.

Robb’s retirement announcement also prompted discussions regarding his long tenure. Indeed

many such as Windsor Star’s Bill Prager only half jokingly marvelled that he “is not a permanent fixture
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[with the Board] after all.” Prager also noted Robb’s generally “accepted high reputation for integrity,” a
characteristic that helped explain why “Robarts was satisfied to keep Robb long past any normal
retirement age,” even though the Dufferin County Court forced him to retire at age 75.'~ The
Conservative Party’s long reign in power certainly contributed to Robb’s longevity with the Licence
Board. Interestingly though, no commentators at the time seemed to appreciate this significance.
especially given J.G. Spragge’s retirement only a vear before after 22 vears with the Control Board.
While both men exemplified hard work and dedication. the absence of political upheaval in the province
over the post-war period surely contributed to the continuity experienced within both Boards at the
bureaucratic level. British Columbia experienced a similar tendency with its Liquor Control Board
Chairman Colonel D. McGugan retiring a vear before at the age of 80 after 18 years with the Board under
one Social Credit government.’*® The press instead tended to concentrate on the degree of liquor law
liberalisation that had occurred over the course of Robb’s tenure. Besides the obvious increase in type and
number of licenced drinking outlets. Robb oversaw the reintroduction of the sale of sprits by the glass
after a three-decade absence. Sunday sale. outdoor licences and drinks without meals in dining
establishments represented just three liberalisations unimaginable in the early vears of Robb’s term.

More impornantly. while Robb’s retirement clearly prompted many to reminisce about past
reforms. it simultaneously inspired anticipation regarding his successor and tuture changes. His retirement
represented a concrete sign that an overall modemisation of the liquor laws could now be achieved. a
hope building since at least the Expo experiences of 1967. The Sudbury Star, for example. editorialised
that although Robb “supervised a gradual but striking change in social attitudes towards the use of
alcohol...progress in the ‘modemization’ of Ontario liquor regulations has been far too slow.” The
editorial called on Robb’s as vet unnamed successor to eliminate mzu.ly of the “unjustifiable battalions™ of
inspectors and the “nit-picking though shalt not™ type of regulations they enforced. lllustrating the great
hopes many Ontarians held regarding the future of liquor control in the province the editorial concluded:

It is to be hoped Judge Robb’s successor will come into office with the
clear instrucuon of the Cabinet that Ontario’s liquor laws and the
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century.'?’
Unfortunately. Robarts’ choice disappointed many in the context of these heightened expectations for
significant change.

At the end of August Premier Robarts announced the appointment of James Mackey as the
Licence Board’s next Chairman. The 57-year-old retired Chief of the Metropolitan Toronto Police force
and United Church member represented a “‘controversial choice™ for many as a Hamilton Spectator
editorial argued.’”® While perennial critic Ron Haggant complained about Mackey's police background
and his cagey responses to questions about his drinking habits. the Hamilton editorial accurately pointed
out that Mackey's job entailed the enforcement of the liquor laws. not the creation or the amendment of
them. As the editorial argued, Mackey’s forthright advocacy of law enforcement. certainly a product of
his former career. in an “age of reckless disregard for law.” (a prophetic remark just weeks before the
FLQ crisis), eamed him and his appointment as Licence Chairman many critics. The problem. the
editorial so accurately forecasted. centred not on Mackey himself but the laws that had been changed “in
detail”™ but not ~in spirit” since Prohibition. Regardless of this prescient caution. critics like Haggant
continued to focus on Mackey's appointment. lamenting that the government did not appoint a “chairman
who is representative of ordinary. decent drinkers who know and enjoyv their subject.”'*” Mackey
represented for Robarts the same qualities of integrity. respectability and judicial experience that Premier
Drew sought in Judge Robb in 1944. This appointment illustrated Robarts” desire for continuity with the
past and for cautious incremental change to satisfy his caucus and his belief in the fundamenully
conservative nature of the electorate. Few could anticipate the furor the appointment would cause in the
very different context of the early 1970s.

One of the first things that Mackey announced upon his appoinunent was that the licencing laws
“will be strictly enforced.” While he added that he was “as broadminded as anyone on the subject."‘:‘o his
primary objective proved to be the enforcement of the laws to the letter. In one of his first actions as

Chairman, Mackey ordered removed from Kitchener streets 1000 Oktoberfest posters advertising
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“Canada’s great beer festival.” The poster featured a woman outfitted in traditionai Bavarian dress
carrying several steins overflowing with beer. It clearly contravened the province’s advertising code.
Mackey argued. Regulations prohibited the word *beer’ in any advertising, the holding of beverages or
the use of “the female face or figure...as the primary theme."'*! This action sparked a wave of criticism
hurled at the new Chairman from newspapers across the province for his paternalistic and overbearing
views.'”> While the drastic removal of the posters ultimately served to give a fledgling regional festival
provincial or even national exposure, at the time critics viewed Mackey’s decision as just one in an
emerging pattern of strict enforcement unlike the province had seen before.

“MASSIVE CRACKDOWN”

The differences between Robb and his successor soon emerged. NDP liquor policy critic MPP
Morton Shulman argued that Mackey made “Robb look like a swinger™ by comparison.'** Shulman noted
not only the removal of the Kitchener Oktoberfest posters but also Mackey's strict enforcement ot the
admitedly vague and often-contradictory licence laws. especially those regulating food consumption and
the posture of drinkers. For example. in his first two months as Chairman. or *Czar’ of the Licence Board
as the press took to calling him. Mackey suspended more licences than Robb did in any six month period
in either of the previous two vears.'** This characterised what Toronto Star columnist Marci McDonald
described as “the most massive crackdown on provincial liquor laws since Prohibition.” McDonald
chronicled Mackev's ‘crackdown’ throughout these first controversial weeks resulting in the above
suspensions. On Mackey’s very first day at his new post. he ordered the stand-up bar removed from one
Toronto drinking establishment. He later decreed that four bar maids be fired from a Hamilton men only
public house. “To the assembled customers’ shock.” he also ordered that some 20 chairs be removed from
a Toronto dining lounge. Further, he wamed the same dining lounge to enforce the service of food with
drinks and decreed at another upscale dining outlet that a 25 cent hotdog did not constitute a meal
although the same outlet had been “dishing up cheese. crackers and olives at 50 cents without a Board
ruffie.” While these actions inspired fear and compliance in the licence holders, they also resulted in the

“blossoming...like springtime, cheese sandwiches...on dining lounge tables where before rested no more



393

than a token olive.”"*®* The infamous ‘rubber sandwich.’ thought to have been banished forever by the
May 1969 announcement of cocktail lounge privileges for dining establishments. returmed with a
vengeance as the licencees’ historic defence against undercover inspectors. This 1969 announcement
proved problematic, as the ‘privilege’ to serve drinks without the previously required meal was not
automatic as establishments had to apply to the Board for permission. Further, the definition of a meal for
outlets without such permission remained vague with only the Sunday meal. still required with drinks.
being specifically defined in the regulations.

While McDonald. the customers. and the general public expressed disbelief at Mackey’s actions.
he only enforced the laws as they were presented to him or interpreted them himself where details were
vague. For example, while customers became accustomed to women cashiers in self-serve liquor stores
and bar maids in drinking outlets. the June 1965 amendment allowing women to serve alcohol in all
licenced premises did not extend to the segregated men only public houses. hence the firing of the four
Hamilton women. Mackeyv's decision to remaove a particular number of chairs from a dining outlet. even
while the patrons looked on. resulted from the Cabinet Committee’s July 1966 recommendation that
dining lounges be allowed to open lounges on the premises without the need of a further licence with a
number of chairs equal to 10% of the total in the dining area. This complex ratio. created several vears
earlier to address the problem of forcing drinkers to eat in cenain establishments. resulted in the above
much publicised scenario. Instead of simplifying enforcement. as the Committee hoped at the time. this
ratio, and other rules like it. highlighted the absurdity of the entire system. which was predicated on
regulating ‘spaces’ with prohibitions and paternalism.

Few drinkers or liquor law critics understood these complicated reasons behind Mackey’s actions.
actions that appeared drastic, even draconian after the now longed-fm" but previously unappreciated “good
old days when Judge Robb was growing more lenient.”'*® This conclusion appeared surprising given the
intense criticism that Robb endured even to the end of his career about the hvpocritical and arbitrary
nature of his decisions, based on the same vague laws and half-measures of prohibition that Mackey now

followed. Mackey's actions should not have been surprising given his police background. Further. upon
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his appointment a Hamilton Spectator editorial predicted this very outcome based on the argument that,
while the government had repeatedly made changes to the details of the liquor laws. the spirit of the laws
remained as they had been since the end of Prohibition: prohibitive instead of permissive.’:’—’ In the midst
of Mackey's crackdown, an Ottawa Journal editorial, recognising the significance of the above
argument reflected that in the long run the Chairman’s continued “unbending™ attitude would result in
change. The editorial did not oppose control over consumption behaviour but urged that it be
“intelligent,” inferring that the laws Mackey was enforcing and the way he was doing it were not. The
editorial concluded that with Mackey’s strict enforcement highlighting the shortcomings of the present
laws. it “shouldn’t be too long until it embarrasses™ the government into making the changes that Weich
first promised after his initial round of amendments in 1969.'*®

The editorial proved accurate as only a little more than a week later Welch announced licencing
amendments. but not before Ontario’s liquor bureaucracy witnessed its second retirement in as many
months. At the end of October Premier Robarnts announced the retirement of G.H. Sheppard. at the age of
65 after seven vears as Chief Commissioner of the LCBO. His retirement onlyv added to the expectations
for change building from Robb’s retirement. Sheppard’s appointment. following the dramatic—though
short and scandal plagued—tenure of Allan Grossman as Chief Commissioner. signalled 2 more overt
business emphasis at the Comrbl Board. an emphasis that had always been evident to some degree but
which gained heightened prominence under the former IBM Canada chairman. Sheppard not only
continued Grossman’s policy of later liquor store hours and more numerous and convenient locations but
he also oversaw the implementation of self-serve liquor stores, the most dramatic advancement in

Ontario’s liquor retail history. Sheppard pointed to the “trend towards self-service stores as an example of
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growing flexibility” in liquor policy.””” This flexibility followed significant threats to the government
control system in the form of yet another round of industry strikes and pressure for grocery sale of beer in
the late 1960s. As a further sign of this flexibility, Provincial Secretary Welch introduced changes to the

licencing side of government control just days after Sheppard’s retirement announcement.
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“IT IS TIMELY THAT CERTAIN CHANGES SHOULD BE MADE”

Desegregation of Public Houses: These November 2, 1970 changes addressed several
longstanding problems. clarified past policy changes and also responded to some of the more immediate
crises experienced during Mackey’s short time enforcing the licencing laws. First, Welch announced that.
upon application to the Board, public houses could allow “unrestricted seating of male and female
patrons.” This *desegregation,” demanded for years and forecasted by Welch in April 1969. amounted to
the voluntary elimination of *‘men only" and ‘ladies and escorts only™ sections of public houses. instituted
soon after the beverage room. the public house’s predecessor, was created in 1934. Further. Welch
admitted that it was “essential that the image of the public house...should be upgraded™ since it was
“obvious that in some locations our people are entitled to and shouid expect better facilities than now
exist.” In order to achieve this “upgrading of the image of the public house.” the government proposed
that the Licence Board consider applications to convert public houses into full lounges. This meant that
the last of the Depression and war ethos surrounding the public house would be wiped away. namely the
sex segregation and the beer only stipulation—if only on a voluntary basis.'** This process promised to be
anything but smooth as Welch reinforced the point that the Board would consider applications for
upgrading and desegregation “subject to all relevant rules and regulations.”"*' The regulations guiding
this transformation dictated that the rejuvenated outlet would be ““well decorated.”™ with “carpeted floors.™
and “adequate lighting.”"**

Clarification of Past Policy Changes: Patios and Entertainment: Welch noted that “progress
has been made in the licencing of certain outdoor areas. such as patios.” alluding to the first outdoor
licences granted in the summer of 1969. Further. he explained, the “Licence Board has been asked to
prepare policy guidelines to provide for an expansion of this develo;)mem so that other types of outdoor

"!*3 The Cabinet Committee studying the implementation of these changes

facilities can be considered.
indicated the next month that the "other’ types being considered included true sidewalk cafés. '** After
five years, the government and the Licence Board were beginning to move beyond the private tvpe of

outdoor drinking that Yaremko first announced in June 1965. Included in those same 1965 amendments
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Yaremko also announced the general opening up of ententainment in all licenced premises. Yet in his
November 1970 announcements Welch declared that “the Board will develop a clear policy with respect
to entertainment” in licenced establishments such as the newly upgraded and integrated public house.
Since proprietors still experienced tremendous uncertainty in practice regarding what games and
diversions the Board permirtted. a further announcement with another set of policy guidelines was
necessary to clarify matters and overcome the inertia produced by habit and unwritten but entrenched
policies.

Licenced Resorts in Dry Areas and More Flexible Advertising: Third, Welch announced two
new policies. The first represented a further liberalisation of the local option system to allow resorts in dry
areas to apply for liquor licences “during their seasonal operations.” This responded to the March 1969
tourist industry brief that called for this type of service as an extension of the tourist’s home even in an
otherwise dry area. The second policy change addressed one of Mackey’s first major controversies as
Chairman. According to Welch “it is timely that certain changes should be made with respect to
regulations dealing with alcoholic beverage advertising.” He specifically referred to creating a new
flexibility envisioned “to accommodate requests from groups sponsoring special events.” Although he did
not mention the Kitchener Oktoberfest poster incident by name. this desire to “produce a new advertising
directive consistent with government responsibility and present-day practice™ certainly stemmed directly
from it."**

The majority of the press surrounding these announcements focused on the proposed changes to
public houses as an area of anticipated change accompanied by several policy restatements. “The end is in
sight for the men-only room in Ontario pubs,” The Globe and Mail’s Michael Moore concluded.'*®
Because the government's guidelines for upgrading and desegregadng these rooms remained voluntary.
Moore’s pronouncement may have been premature. According to the numerous public house owners
interviewed by The Toronto Star, many intended to keep a room for male drinkers because according to
one licence holder “some customers have been coming in for 20 years and we want to keep it like it is.”"*"

By leaving the decision to change up to the individual owner, the government demonstrated its
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commitment to leaving more of the responsibility for drinking behaviour up to the licencee and the
drinker. If certain proprietors wanted to make the investment, the government then provided a framework
for upgrading.

Taking a more general view of the early November amendments and failing to recognise the
above argument. Ron Haggart pronounced the changes “little more than tinkering and tampering™ with
the liquor laws. He went on to conclude that the government had a tremendous opportunity to achieve real
change through a complete rewriting of the laws after the retirement of the heads of both Boards within
such a short period of time. “They had a chance.” he argued. "and they muffed it.” He hoped that the
government would have taken the opportunity to ““decide what the role of the state really is in regulating
conduct associated with the consumption of liquor.” This argument certainly had merit. especially his
conclusion that the changes involved merely tinkering—resulting in the laws being *in such a hopeless
mess after vears of patching and fixing that no sane man can understand what they mean.”"** In his
determination to critique all aspects of government liquor policy. he failed to recognise that Welch's
announcements represented the continuation of the slow evolution towards placing more responsibility
with the individual drinker and the hospitality industry and less with the state. While the government had
not vet fully come to grips with the implication of this evolution in terms of its role in controlling
consumption. the efforts to liberalise the advertising code. especially in such a “timely’ manner following
the Oktobertest poster crisis. demonstrated a commitment to change that Haggan failed to appreciate.

The president of the Canadian Restaurant Association, George Boukydis voiced a similar
disappointment in Welch's announcement. Unlike Haggart. Boukydis offered up a specific reason for the
lack of action he perceived. Pointing out that a majority of the government MPPs were Anglo-Saxon
Protestants he argued that their own beliefs, as well as their fears of their likeminded constituents.
prevented them from pressing for changes responsive to the increasing number of Ontarians of European

® Boukydis' observations regarding the

descent. like himself. who desired more liberal liquor laws.'*
Robarts™ government centainly rang true. Taking Robarts’ 1970 Cabinet for example, out of a total of 22

members only four ascribed to a religion outside Protestantism. Two members were French Catholic
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while Allan Grossman was Jewish and John Yaremko was Ukrainian Orthodox. In terms of ethnic
background. of the 14 Cabinet members who provided this information in their Canadian Parliamentary
Guide biographies two indicated a French background, one a Ukrainian background, while the rest
claimed ancestors originating in the British Isles.'®™® This mirrored almost exactly the types of
observations made in chapter 5 regarding Frost’s 1960 Cabinet. How accurate was Boukydis’ reference to
a changing ethnic and religious face in Ontario? Over the previous decade from 1961-1971 the proportion
of Ontarians noting their ethnic origins in the British Isles on their census forms remained almost exactly
the same. falling only one tenth of a percent from 59.5% to 59.4%.""' In terms of religious
denominations. Anglicans and United Church members, the largest Protestant groups in Ontario saw a
decline in adherents over the same decade from 17.9% to 15.8% and 26% to 21.8% respectively. Roman
Catholics. the largest religious denomination in the province on the other hand. increased from 30% in
1961 to 33.3% in 1971.'% Therefore. while there was some shift in the religious groups of Ontario during
the period. the ethnic make-up of the population remained surprising static. given that over 22% of
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Ontario’s population in 1971 was born outside Canada.’”” Nevertheless the high proportion of the Cabinet
with roots in the British Isles represented the admittedly smaller majority of the overall Ontario
population with similar backgrounds. Many of the other 40% of the population. for whom Boukydis of
Greek ancestry endeavoured to speak. felt that the so-called Anglo-Saxon Protestant ethic that informed
liquor policy did not represent their tastes and desires.

The legislative Opposition focused instead on another aspect of Welch's changes. NDP leader
Donald MacDonald called the provision to allow the licencing of resorts in dry areas the government’s
“usual back door approach™ to policymaking. Instead of seizing “the tiger by the tail and abolish[ing]
local option in Ontario entirely” as Liberal MPP Vernon Singer proéosed, the government chose instead
to proceed “covertly as usual” according to NDP member P.D. Lawlor. Certainly the licencing of resorts
in dry areas represented another erosion to the local option system. In 1962 the government permitted the

licencing of private clubs in dry areas and also exempted the large unorganised temtories of the province

from the provisions of the local option system. Despite these erosions. the government continued to
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defend the policy with Welch informing his legislative opponents that “the govermnment’s position with
respect to local option is quite clear.”'* Even with the relentless political and public complaints regarding
local option. this position represented a savvy approach by the government. On the one hand. by
expanding the types of outlets allowed to operate in dry areas. the government gained the support of the
tourist industry, disgruntled local option residents as well as some liquor law critics. On the other. it
recognised that local option as a significant aspect of local politics was dying a slow death as illustrated
by three Toronto area contests in late 1969 where the “ho hum” attitude of voters resulted in new
licences.'*
NEW CHIEF COMMISSIONER APPOINTED

Before the final debates on these changes conciuded Premier Robarts kept the liquor issue before
the public by announcing the appointment of Sheppard’s successor. Major-General George Kitching.
Borm in China where his father served in the British army and educated in England. the 60-vear-old
distinguished veteran recently served as Commissioner of the Ontario Pavilion at Expo *70 in Japan.
Described as a “blunt. outspoken™ military man. Kitching continued to reveal his strong personality. even
in the earliest hours in his new post. For example. when asked by reporters about his opinion on the
drinking age he forthrightly revealed “I think 21 is a little late.” If 18 vear olds could drink legally in the
army. why not in civilian life he questioned. He turther cautioned that. before any changes could be
considered. the public would have to make “sufficient noise™ to persuade the government to lower the
age. On the issue of his drinking habits he was similarly frank. unlike his counterpart at the Licence
Board. The self-admitted wine lover,” explained laughingly *vou have to sample the wares.” Kitching
also expressed his feelings on the general state of liquor retailing in Ontario. He admitted he had
“erumbled like anyone else™ about some of the shortcomings of th;: LCBO. He explained, “sometimes
vou feel a little queer when you come back from places like London. Washington or Paris™ with fewer
buving restrictions. While he told reporters “generally, I feel a fairly free use of liquor lessens
alcoholism.™ in his opinion fewer restrictions did not extend to grocery sale. As way of justification he

added. seemingly as an afterthought. “in some ways. a degree of control is necessary.”"** Therefore. even
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the new bold and outspoken Chief Commissioner continued to express a belief in the necessity of both
service and control in liquor retailing, though with much less emphasis on the latter.

George Kitching’s appointment represented the realisation of several impornant changes within
the LCBO. His predecessor Sheppard symbolised the Board’s ovent emphasis on business and customer
service. Kitching, with his outspoken advocacy for a lowered drinking age and fewer buying restrictions.
for example, illustrated that the Board had evolved beyond just an emphasis on business towards an
acceptance of freer sale tempered by only ‘a degree’ of control. His open attitudes towards liquor sale
and consumption. certainly a product of his military experience and his well-travelled background. could
not have been a surprise to Robarts. By appointing Kitching, Robarts indicated in an overt manner that the
retail side of government control. as the older component of the sysiem. had nearly completed its
evolution away from moral control towards customer service regulated by reasonable controls for health
and safety. In appointing Mackey to head the licencing side of government control. Robarts admitted that
in regards to the somewhat newer and certainly more controversial issue of public drinking, he was not
prepared to totally break with the past and its reliance on moral controls. By appointing such contrasting
individuals to such sensitive posts Robans revealed the continuing ambivalence he and his caucus felt
about the government’s role and responsibility for liquor control. and the ambivalence he sensed in the

'
electorate.

The issue of the drinking age illustrated this argument. Immediately after his appointment
Kitching expressed his belief in the wisdom of lowering the minimum drinking age. When press reports
begun to argue the success of Manitoba’s recently lowered drinking age. Mackeyv voiced to Welch his
fierce objections to any such action in Ontario. He argued that. contrary to the “apparent™ success in
Manitoba. he believed lowering the drinking age in Ontario woul;i cause more problems. not reduce

'*”  Besides their different personalities and backgrounds, Mackey and Kitching's conflicting

them.
attitudes on the issue also illustrated their distinct responsibilities. As head of the retailing side of
government control one of Kitching’s major roles was to earn money for the provincial treasury.

something that would be advanced with a new youth market. On the other hand. Mackey’s main job
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revolved around regulating public drinking, a job that would certainly be complicated if not necessarily
crisis ridden, as he believed, by the addition of a new generation of drinkers. What was certain was that.
with Manitoba now also permitting teenagers to drink, a new Chief Commissioner in favour of the move
and disgruntled youths vowing never to vote for the Conservatives when given .the chance if thev did not
lower the drinking age,'*® the issue of the drinking age. one of the last of the major public demands. took
centre stage.

The continuation of this demand and others, fuelled in many ways by Mackey’s resolute
enforcement of the licencing laws. only gained momentum with Robarts’ retirement announcement in late
1970. Later pronouncing himself “a has-been™'** Robarts followed the pattern set by Frost before him of
serving for a time and then passing the torch on to a successor. His Provincial Secretary. Robert Welch.
though initiallv an admitted long shot for the position. proved to be a “formidable candidate™ in the race
for a new leader and premier. Because he was best known for his role as minister responsible for liquor
control. Welch voiced his opinions on the issue forcefully during the leadership campaign. “I'm preaching
the gospel of personal responsibility,” he proclaimed to The Toronto Star’s Tom Hazlitt in a profile on
the leadership hopeful. I don’t think it's the role of government to act as big brother in this area.” While
such pronouncements did not ultimately win Welch the leadership race. they did sum up Welch’s entire
philosophy towards government control. As he pointed out. under his direction as Provincial Secretary the
government introduced Sunday drinking with meals. established self-serve liquor stores and experimented
with outdoor drinking establishments.'®® These changes would not have been possible within a belief
systemn that government should protect citizens from seeing liquor bottles on open shelves or drinking in
restaurants on Sundays.

Beer Order Forms Eliminated: For Welch. eliminating the "big brother’ aspect of government
control did not extend to an elimination of the government monopoly itself. As the above reforms
illustrated. he focused on improving and expanding the types of drinking and retail outlets availabie
within the government control system. As he argued in late 1970 during a period of renewed pressure

from grocers for beer sales, he would “rather revise the merchandising methods™ of the present system
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than put alcohol on the open market. He believed that, because alcohol was a drug, the government’s role
entailed some control over its use, although this control would not preclude the government from
introducing changes to make the system more convenient.'® Consequently, in late January 1971.
Brewers’ Warehousing received a favourable response to its September 1970 request. as the LCBO
announced that order forms were no longer required in beer stores. As a Kingston Whig-Standard news
report entitled “I'll have 12 pints please™ explained, for the first time under government control Ontario
beer drinkers could verbally order cases of beer.'®> Chief Commissioner Kitching cautioned that non-self-
serve liquor stores still required order forms to speed service at the counter. While the elimination of the
beer form garnered little public attention save some sarcasm and the retention of the liquor form some
derision.'® the move signalled the removal of moral control over liquor buying behaviour.

The government intended to lessen complaints about government-run stores by eliminating beer
forms. The move failed to accomplish that objective as several weeks later the Ontario branch of the
Retail Merchants™ Association published an open letter in The Toronto Telegram calling for supporn for
the sale of beer by independent retailers.'® This was strongly reminiscent of its 1954 campaign and the
spring 1970 Loblaw lobby effort. Humber Liberal MPP George Ben also joined the fight by appealing to
both the provincial and federal governments to protect the small tamily grocery by opening up Brewers’
Warehousing’s legal monopoly. While he conceded that the government regulated beer stores were
“undoubtedly efficient.” he argued that sale through independent grocery stores would increase
convenience of location and hours for customers and also profit for the struggling stores.'®® On the other
hand. NDP member for Sandwich-Riverside. Fred Burr, expressed his concermn over the proposal to the
government. He argued that grocery sale would make access easier for minors and “surely™ he contended.
“drug problems are alarming enough.”'*®® While the Opposition forces in the Legislature formed no
united front in favour of grocery beer sales. the pressure for this type of opening up of government control
encouraged the LCBO to quietly study the off-premises system of sale practised in Alberta and British
Columbia in late January 1971.'°” This system involved the sale of whole bottles of liquor or whole cases

of beer from licenced public drinking outlets, especially in remote areas with few government stores.
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While the study failed to result in any changes in the Ontario system, it demonstrated the government’s
recent willingness to explore options and study other systems.

More importantly, the pressure for grocery sale prompted Brewers’ Warehousing to conduct
another study into customer desires later in 1971. It argued that over its 44 vear history it “consistently
changed™ its system “to respond to the needs and desires of the people.”'*® The study concluded that 91%
of adults surveyed preferred Brewers’ Warehousing stores to the concept of grocery sale because of
“superior service,” efficiency creating lower prices and protection against underage buying. Further, the
study found that since the last survey in 1969 public opinion in favour of grocery sale of beer dropped by
8% while support for beer stores increased by 9%. Brewers’ Warehousing auributed the change to the end
of the order forms. expanded hours to suit customer needs and its ongoing program of opening new
stores.'® as Table 25 above showed. These service initiatives resulted not only from the consistent threat
of private alcohol retail but more imponantly from the government’s commitment to improve the
government control system to eliminate the allure of private sale. As a result. the retail side of
government control, immersed in its transition to self-serve stores and service initiatives at the beer stores.
received increasingly less public attention and criticism in the early 1970s. With LCBO solicitor Basil
Clark arguing at a late February 1971 Canadian Restaurant Association seminar that the Control Board

»iT0

was “mainly...a marketing board and Brewers’ Warehousing hiring a Vice-President of Trade

iT!

Relations to improve and expand the company’s “merchandising activities.”" " the retail side of
government controi was clearly endeavouring to run its enterprises as service-oriented businesses free
from most of the moral restraints that had hampered this goal in the past.

On the other hand, liquor licencing continued to attract the majority of the public criticism.
especially in light of Mackey’s resolute enforcement of the laws. In the context of the Licence Board's
highly publicised ‘crackdown,’ the London Chamber of Commerce sent a detailed policy proposal to
Welch in late January 1971, prompting a vocal and widespread debate on the future of the liquor laws in

Ontario. The proposal argued that alcohol consumption was “not evil” and therefore it opposed

“excessive restrictions” on its sale and consumption. The Chamber proposed the drinking age be lowered
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to 18, that parents be permitted to serve their minor children at home and that children be permitted to
accompany their parents into licenced premises. In the area of public drinking the Chamber suggested that
the licencing of sidewalk cafés be simplified and extended, that food requirements be relaxed particuiarly
on Sundays and that beaches and picnic areas be included as places for legal consumption. Finally, in its
only proposal concerning liquor retail, the Chamber called for private importers and sellers of alcohol.’ ~
These proposals represented most of the remaining issues continuing to attract criticism across the
province from drinkers, editors, tourist operators and the hospitality business. They not only prompted
debate within the government. the bureaucracy and the public but they also established the context within
which the liquor issue would be viewed by Robarts’ successor.

Robarts served through an important though tumultuous transition between Frost and the
immediate post-war reconstruction and the modem era of the 1970s and beyvond. His initiatives in liquor
policy constituted an aspect of this transition. achieving change in areas long delaved by Frost. He
instituted significant changes to liquor policy by ending the liquor permit. iniroducing Sunday sale and
pioneering self-serve liquor stores, for example. While his policies proved progressive. his manner of
implementation remained essentially conservative as his biographer observed in his overall approach to
policvmaking.'” Robants followed the incremental approach established by his predecessors that
historically satisfied the progressive conservative political culture of Ontarians. For instance. he
introduced Sunday drinking gradually, first with meals at designated dining hours. then with meuls
throughout the day and finally without meals at certain types of banquets. The loss of seats in the 1967
election hastened the pace of change particularly when coupled with the intense expectation for change
following Expo ‘67 and the renewed threat of private beer sales. Nevertheless. Robarts remained
committed to gradually shifting the emphasis of government control towards customer service and away
from moral control. In grappling to find the appropriate balance he paved the way through a challenging

decade for further changes in the early 1970s.
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“LIQUOR LAWS: A NEW ERA?"!

When The Kingston Whig-Standard published its October 6, 1972 editonal entitled “Liquor
Laws: A New Era?” it expressed its cautious belief that liquor regulation in Ontario had crossed a
significant watershed. Before such conclusions, even tentative ones, would be possible the government
had to institute further policy changes to move the pendulum away from the most overt moral controls
that had dominated government control since its creation and towards the customer service that Ontanans
desired. Ontario’s new Premier, William Davis, assumed the responsibility of continuing and advancing
the transition towards an approach balanced between controls and service that his predecessor achieved
throughout the 1960s.

Davis, Robarts’ Education Minister, won a hard fought leadership campaign to become the next
premier, effective March 1, 1971. Bom into a strict Presbyterian and Methodist household (though his
parents later joined the United Church), Davis was heavily influenced by his mother’s and matemal
grandmother’s temperance advocacy. According to a biography by Claire Hoy there was never any
alcohol in the house when Davis was growing up. He was 27 years old when he took his first drink and
he rarely drank as an adult. His father was a Crown Attomey and his mother was from a wealthy shoe-
making family. Raised in an affluent but strict household in Brampton, Davis became a lawyer like his
father, represented his beloved hometown it the provincial Legislature, and assumed the province's
highest elected office at age 42. Although in public he liked to emphasise his ‘rural’ roots in Brampton,
by the 1970s a sprawling Toronto suburb, in private, as Hoy reveals, Davis exhibited liberal social
attitudes.” His local newspaper welcomed his success with the suggestion that one way to leave his mark
on that office was to achieve social change particularly in the area of the liquor laws. The editorial argued

that, despite the economic and industrial progress in Ontario, “‘we still haven’t accepted the death of last
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century’s prohibition complex.™ Consequently, the editorial urged Davis to undertake a full review of the
liquor laws. This revived demand arose out of the expectation for change following the succession of a
new Premier as well as a new Cabinet. In a show of support and solidanty Davis promoted his leadership
opponent Robert Welch to the Education portfolio. In his place, after an absence of over four years, John
Yaremko resumed his position as Provincial Secretary and therefore minister responsible for the two
Liquor Boards. Originally appointed Provincial Secretary as part of Robarts’ plan to infuse youthfulness
into the Cabinet, Welch certainly made his mark in promoting and delivering liquor law reform. With his
experience, Yaremko demonstrated a renewed energy for advancing Welch’s work as well as many of the
changes he himself initiated in the early 1960s.

One of the very first things Yaremko did upon resuming the post was write a long letter to
Premier Davis, voicing his concemns and making liquor policy proposals. He pointed out that over the
years the govenment’s role in government control had followed a patchwork of legislation, regulation
and policy, which evolved without any “guiding philosophy.” As a result, he argued, the Boards
experienced tremendous difficulties in interpreting and implementing policy changes made without
reference to clear underlying principles. The only answer, he explained, echoing the Brampton editonial,
was to conduct a “comprehensi\(e review of the entire field” of liquor policy including the laws,
administration and the broader social questions associated with liquor sale and its consumption. The
beginning of a new decade necessitated such a review, he argued, especially since one had never been
undertaken in the history of government control. He pointed out the changes that had occurred in society
in the interim: veterans returmed from World War Two appreciating the way Europeans dealt with
beverage alcohol, and in the post-war period Ontarians travelled widely and observed different drinking
customs and habits. For Yaremko, the review therefore would take into consideration Ontario’s mosaic of
ethnic and cultural groups and also acknowledge the strong and stable roots from which the province had
grown. Finally, he suggested to the Premier that the review start at the beginning of June 1971 and report

at the end of January 1972 *
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Significantly, Yaremko had made a similar request to Chief Commissioner Collings at the
beginning of the last decade when he was first appointed Provincial Secretary in 1960. While both
appeals failed, Yaremko’s observations to Davis were significant. He showed an appreciation for the

- challenges that a ‘patchwork’ approach to liquor policy change placed on the implementation of the new
policies resulting in the delays and half-measures of change that dotted the history of government control.
From a political point of view, the resulting public criticism distressed Yaremko even more. Without the
benefit of a comprehensive independent review like Manitoba’s 1955 Bracken Commission, British
Columbia’s 1969 Morrow Commission or Quebec’s May 1971 Thinel Commission, Ontario managed to
nid 1tself in a slow and evolutionary manner of most of the moral control elements of its liquor system. As
Yaremko observed, by the early 1970s Western societies like Ontario demanded individual freedoms and
challenged “old ways” and “old institutions.”* Clearly the last remaining remnants of patemalism in the
government control system offended these semtiments. The govemnment remained dependent on the
incremental approach that had served it so well, especially in the face of a weak and divided political
Opposition. The lack of guiding principles proved a consequence of this approach, since governments
tended not to “regularly re-examine...fundamental purposes™ as it would induce unnecessary conflict.®
While this letter did not result in the type of study that Yaremko desired, it placed before the new Premier
a framework for understanding the shortcomings of past approaches and an outline of challenges to be
overcome.

CHALLENGES IN IMPLEMENTING PAST POLICY CHANGES

Resorts in Dry Areas. Before Davis and Yaremko could address the remaining contentious
policies, such as those contained in the January 1971 London Chamber of Commerce brief, the changes
announced in November 1970 under their predecessors required implementation. In late March Yaremko
received a complaint from the chairman of the Joint Board of Travel Associations of Ontario regarding
the lack of liquor licences for resorts in dry areas for the upcoming tourist season despite the
announcement the previous fall.” Chairman Mackey replied to Yaremko’s inquiry about this delay that his

Board would have licences in place at some resorts by late May. He qualified this statement by informing
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Yaremko that these would include only dining licences due to the many letters former Premier Robarts
received against the establishment of ‘cocktail bars’ in local option areas' The problems of
implementing this recent policy change illustrated the shortcomings that Yaremko outlined to Davis.
Without an overall framework to guide the licencing of resorts in dry areas, the Licence Board fell back
on its old reliance on moral control measures which dictated that dining outlets were somehow more
appropnate in otherwise dry areas than were lounges. Further, this continued distinction disregarded the
significance of the May 1969 change allowing the service of drinks without food in dining establishments
as long as proprietors maintained a 50/50 ratio between food and alcohol.

Outdoor Licences: The implementation of outdoor licences, first announced in 1965, experienced
similar delays and confusion due to the lack of any guiding principles. From 1965 onward the Provincial
Secretary’s office continually appealed to the Licence Board to proceed with the licencing of such
outdoor areas. A small number of licences materialised but only in completely secluded areas like
rooftops and courtyards. After years of criticism, Chairman Mackey informed Yaremko in May 1971 that
his Board issued 18 outdoor licences for more public areas like sidewalks for the upcoming season.’ He
explained that the Board received many requests to serve drinks on patios and balconies adjacent to
existing licenced premises but “it is not the Board’s philosophy to increase the use of alcoholic beverages
fonly] to allow those who wish to have a drink with their meals...to do so in the open.” He further
outlined that, while doing so, these drmkers would “in no way inconvenience the public at large™ since
every licenced patio “will have a divider around the licenced area.”"® This followed from Mackey's
contention that without such barriers it would *“look like people are drinking on the sidewalk,”!' an
unacceptable situation in a province that regulated consumption by delineating legal ‘spaces.’

The lack of guiding principles sustained attitudes that dictated outdoor drinking should be at least
partially blocked from public view, presumably to please the lingering critic such as the London woman
who complained to Yaremko that outdoor cafés would lead to alcoholism.'> When Yaremko announced in
May that public areas like sidewalk cafés would be licenced, most critics tended to oppose the idea of

barriers such as fences or hedges around outdoor areas. The Ontario spokesman for the Canadian
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Restaurant Association, Jim Demeroutis, for example, called the policy change “a rndiculous
compromise.” Echoing Yaremko's arguments to the Premier, Demeroutis maintained that calling such
“childish steps” a policy change demonstrated the need for a complete re-examination of the

Il3

govemnment’s whole philosophy towards liquor contro A Toronto couple also expressed
disappointment over the requirement that licenced sidewalk cafés be partially hidden since no such
requirements prevailed in Europe."* When Ontario’s first true sidewalk café opened a few days later in
Toronto few dwelt on any remaining paternalism. One customer concluded, “it’s one more thing Toronto
is growing up on finally”” while another said, “people will no longer say Montreal is ahead of Toronto.™"
Perhaps that statement more than anything else illustrated that the province’s liquor laws had finally
advanced to the stage coveted by Ontario visitors to Montreal’s Expo ‘67. Even without a compiete liquor
review, the govenment managed to manoeuvre beyond the most glaring examples of paternalism to
please the majority of Ontarians.

If the government ever doubted the popularity of outdoor drinking, Toronto's Yonge Street Mall
dispelled all questions. For one week in early June 1971 temporary sidewalk cafés served beer and wine
on a downtown section of Yonge Street, transformed into a pedestnan mall to attract customers and
experiment with the future of the downtown.'® Customers and business owners alike demonstrated their
pleasure at the new drinking environment with one outlet making its highest sales ever. While the Board
allowed outdoor Sunday drinking for the first time,'’ it balanced its permissive attitude in this one area
with patemalistic control in another. One Mall patron complained of being forced to buy a sandwich in
order to “‘enjoy a beer” at one of the outdoor cafés.'* Despite the retention of certain moral controls, once
the parameters of outdoor drinking had been settled the government endeavoured to integrate such
drinking experiences into special events like the Yonge Street Mall, an event unimaginable in 1967 when
Ontarians compared their drinking environment to Quebec’s.

Upgrading and Desegregating Public Houses: Removing the Depression-era and war rationing
policies from public houses proved the last and most troublesome of the November 1970 changes to

implement. After Provincial Secretary Welch’s anhouncement, many owners renovated their outlets in
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anticipation of receiving full lounge licences. Because of the lack of clear guidelines goveming this
conversion, many experienced difficulties meeting the Licence Board’s interpretation of what upgrading
entailed and hence enlisted the help of their MPPs. Treasurer Darcy McKeough, MPP for Chatham-Kent,
took up the cause of proprietors in his riding in an effort to respond to local issues and wrote a series of
letters to Chairman Mackey throughout the spring and fall of 1971. For example, in response to the
Licence Board’s stipulation that public house floors be carpeted to qualify for conversion, McKeough
retorted, “surely a carpet on the floor isn’t the be all and end all...sometimes I must say that I think the
Board is a little unreasonable.”'” McKeough also expressed his concem about the costs associated with
installing carpeting when the outlet in question already laid new linoleum in an attempt to upgrade its
facilities. By way of reply Mackey sent an inspector to that particular public house to obtain a sample of
its floor covering.?®

McKeough objected to this type of over-regulation which flowed from the LLBO’s continued
adherence to idea of a ‘moral architecture’ of drinking, seen in the 1930s and 1940s, that linked the type
of building material and furniture to the behaviour of drinkers.?' Therefore he then directed his objections
to Provincial Secretary Yaremko, even blaming the Licence Board's delays and obstinacy on Yaremko's
personal disagreement with his predecessor’s upgrading and desegregation plan. Calling on Yaremko to
clear up the govemment’s apparent “backtracking™ on the issue and to force the Licence Board into
action, McKeough argued “The Board has been fighting this ever since the beginning. Are they going to
follow government policy or are they going to run their own show?"? Action followed quickly from these
harsh words. Yaremko's Cabinet colleague provided him with the opportunity to insist on clear
govemment policy guidelines on the issue of upgrading public houses, guidelines Mackey refused to
proceed without, as Robb earlier refused to proceed with outdoor licences without policy clarification.

Five days later, in late September, the Cabinet secretary officially inforrned Yaremko that the
Cabinet reconfirmed as govemment policy the November 1970 announcement of former Provincial
Secretary Welch regarding the upgrading and desegregation of public houses. The Cabinet also directed

Yaremko to instruct the Licence Board to draw up regulations granting permission for conversion to full
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lounges if the public houses renovated and provided food. The secretary also told Yaremko that Cabinet
agreed there should be no public announcement but that the hospitality industry should be “quietly”
informed.” By November Chairman Mackey alerted all licenced establishments that his Board would
now consider applications from public houses for lounge licences if they provided a “congenial lounge-
like atmosphere™ with appropriate lighting, decorations and food available at regular meal times.** And by
early December the Licence Board issued a press release that public houses would be upgrading and
could sell all types of alcohol.” Coupled with the July regulatory change that permitted stand-up bars in
public houses, this signalled the end of a very drawn out process to modernise a Depression-era
creation.

In response to McKeough’s vocal criticism, the government sought to rectify the shortcomings in
its approach to policy implementation. Without clear directions as to how the government intended its
new policies to work, the Licence Board refused to implement vague policies it was duty bound to
enforce. Instead it employed standard operating procedures to restrict the granting of new types of
licences such as converted public houses by focusing on floor coverings which in tum forced the
government to clarify its policies. Even though the government continued to liberalise and expand its
liquor laws to allow new and more numerous drinking and retail outlets, it did so in an incremental
manner and without a guiding philosophy, resulting in confusion and a relhance on old moralistic
approaches to government control. Only relentless public, as well as political, criticism, even from
government members, forced the govemnment to specify and then implement policy changes in a manner
pleasing to the majority.

“A FUNDAMENTAL SHIFT™

In the midst of the arduous task of implementing the November 1970 policy announcement
Yaremko made his first round of liquor changes in his second term as Provincial Secretary on June 21,
1971. Unlike Robarts, Davis felt no need to take a personal role in announcing the first round of liquor
law changes under his premiership and instead left them in the capable and experienced hands of his

Provincial Secretary. Where Robarts desired to show a clear sign of change following Frost’s adherence
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to the status quo in liquor policy, Davis saw these changes following logically from those his predecessor
instituted. As with past announcements, these changes responded to a variety of pressures including long-
standing complaints, more recent crises, as well as the need to adjust the laws to future needs. According
to Hamilton Conservative MPP John Smith, the changes also resulted from a favourable caucus meeting
in late May regarding “the need for liquor reform in Ontario.”? Yaremko attributed them also to the
constant intemal review that the liquor laws had received.

Return of the 40-ounce Bottle: Accordingly, Yaremko revealed that the Control Board would
now stock 40-ounce bottles of liquor.”® Along with the reinstatement of 80-ounce bottles of wine in
liquor stores later that year,” this move lifted one of the last war rationing measures still practised in
Ontano, with the reduction in spirit strength being the only remaining one.

Election Day Sale: Another aspect of this policy announcement addressed a longstanding moral
restraint on liquor licencing. Because of changed federal rules Yaremko announced that licenced premises
could now open after the polls closed on federal election days. He explained that now Ontarians could
visit drinking outlets after polls closed on all election days since, “‘some time ago,™*’ his government
made amendments regarding municipal and provincial election days. ‘Some time ago’ tumed out to be in
late 1967 in a little publicised change to the licencing regulations ' although the Cabinet Committee on
Liquor Matters recommended the change five years earlier. The first provincial election after the 1967
change followed several months after Yaremko’'s announcement conceming federal elections. Observers
noted “business was brisk™ in Ontario outlets in the hours after polls closed on Davis® first “big
Conservative victory” in late October.’” Allowing public drinking after the polls closed on election days
represented a further loosening of moral controls designed to protect drinkers from themselves and the
corrupting influence of alcohol duning a democratic exercise. Nevertheless, the federal and provincial
governments refused to trust the electors enough to allow public drinking during voting hours.

Dancing On Sundays: Yaremko also made several policy announcements that responded directly
to recent liquor law enforcement controversies in much the same way that highly publicised charges in the

late 1950s resulted in prompt policy change. In the spring of 1971, licence inspectors wamed several
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Toronto Greek restaurants to stop permitting dancing and other entertainment on Sundays. The wamings
gained publicity prompting the Board’s Chief Inspector to explain: “The question of dancing and
entertainment never came up when the Sunday drinking laws were changed. Sunday was supposed to be
for family dining and that’s all.” Chairman Mackey further added that the “law is clear,” and thus
licencees must seek permission for dancing on Sunday.** In order to simplify the procedure and to
respond to different cultural attitudes towards entertainment and the Sabbath that were not considered in
1967, Yaremko announced that dining outlets could now provide music for dancing on Sundays.

Liqueur Chocolates Legalised: In another controversial move the Control Board fined a retailer
$5000 in March 1970 for selling $12 worth of chocolates filled with a higher alcohol content than
permitted by law. A Hamilton Spectator editorial deemed the incident proof of the “epic absurdity” of
Ontario’s liquor laws.* In response Yaremko announced that the maximum alcohol content of such
“famous European liqueur candies” would be doubled to 5% by weight for the enjoyment of “our
residents.” That the govemment found it necessary to spend its legislative time amending the Liquor
Control Act’s definition of what types of products containing alcohol could be sold outside the
govemment control structure, only highlighted for many that prohibitionist residue remained on the
statute books. The March 1970 fine did not represent an isolated incident prompting the government to
act on a Iittle known aspect of its laws. Fines for the sale of liqueur candies proved a consistent
occurrence during the history of government control with intense public attention focused on the issue
after inspectors levied charges in January 1958% and again in November 1968 °7 The absence of an
independent review of the laws meant that the restrictions on strong liqueur chocolates, born of the
Board’s oniginal desire to control all forms of intoxicating alcohol, remained in force long after the
sarcasm of correspondents to The Globe and Mail prompted the newspaper to declare it would no longer
print letters on the topic in January 1958 Only the publicity surrounding the $5000 fine, the minimum
for any infraction of the LCA, prompted the govenment to address the issue. Revealing its continued
reliance on incremental change, the government chose to increase the minimum alcohol content rather

than completely do away with restrictions on the sale of alcohol-filled chocolates.
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Drinks Without Mandatory Meals: Further Clarification: A second minimum $5000 fine
prompted action in another policy area of long-standing concemn to critics. In March 1971 an undercover
inspector bought a drink without a meal in a Windsor area dining lounge, resulting in the very large fine.*
In a letter to the editors of The Hamilton Spectator, the Canadian Restaurant Association’s George
Boukydis denounced the excessive fine and called for the removal of such arbitrary and unrealistic
restrictions.** He expressed his concerns further in letters to Premier Davis and Provincial Secretary
Yaremko. Boukydis argued all the past reforms that the government had made, while appreciated by his
industry, had been “superficial,” and based on “value judgements involving the interpretation of a hodge
podge of unnecessary rules and precedents.”™' This highly publicised fine served to solidify support that
had been building around the London Chamber of Commerce’s January list of demands, which included
the removal of the food requirement in dining establishments. For example, a London solicitor
complained to Mackey in February that in a “democratic society” customers should not be forced by
“vicious and unfair” legislation to purchase a meal when they only wanted a drink.** These complaints
illustrated that, despite the May 1969 announcement that dining outlets could apply for permission to
serve drnnks without meals while maintaining an equilibrium between liquor sales and food sales, in
practice few dining establishments possessed such permission.

Consequently, this forced the government to clarify a past policy change with a further
announcement. As Yaremko explained, since “‘our society is becoming an eating out one...the strict
requirement that liquor be served only with meals in a dining lounge or dining room has led to some
unrealistic situations.’”™** Therefore, he went on, under new amendments “a person may eat as much or as
Iittle as he wishes” with a drink in a dining outlet as long as the establishment maintained the 50/50 food
and alcohol ratio. While these changes made automatic what previous changes had provided only with
permission, he cautioned “we are not converting our dining lounges into lounges.” Furthermore, “on
Sunday, service will continue to be only with a meal.” In response to concems from the hospitality
industry about the difficulty involved in ensuring the 50/50 ratio, Yaremko suggested dining

establishments offer discounted meals or two for the price of one.* This response demonstrated not only
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Yaremko's efforts in advancing his predecessor’s goal of providing drinkers and proprietors greater
responsibility in the area of consumption, but also how far the govemment’s attitudes towards liquor
licencing had advanced since 1934. When the government first permitted public dninking after
Prohibition, it forbade the service of food in certain outlets because it feared proprietors would use
discounted or even free food to lure drinkers. Now 37 years later, the government promoted discounted
food in dninking establishments. In spite of the continued restrictions on Sunday drinking and the food
and hiquor ratio, the govemment moved further away from its stringent control over the consumption
behaviour of Ontarians.

Liquor Store Hours Extended to Midnight: While the above changes restated past policies,
Yaremko also announced changes intended to serve the future needs of Ontario drinkers. In the area of
liquor retail he proclaimed the extension of liquor store hours to midnight in certain high-traffic areas.
This move responded to years of complaints regarding the early closing times of many of the Board's
stores. Despite a progressive extension of store hours throughout the 1960s, many customers. especially
in smaller centres, continued to complain. In fact as an LCBO memo to Yaremko on the eve of the June
21 announcements demonstrated, the Board contemplated an even later closing hour. “We feel that
midnight will be suitable although we will make it 2 am if you would prefer it that way."™** Clearly the
pressure from critics advancing private sale of alcoho! prompted the government and the Board to reform
its retailing system beyond anything the most reasonable critic could desire.

Duty Free Liquor Store Opened: Further, Yaremko announced the establishment of a duty free
liquor store at Toronto’s Malton airport in recognition of its “international stature.. and as a convenience
to Canadians travelling abroad.”™ Ontario’s increasingly well-travelled citizens, as well as many foreign
travellers to the province, complained in the past about the absence of this service, interpreted as a symbol
of a mature and sophisticated society.*’ Combined with the opening of mobile liquor stores in remote
areas in May** these extensions of liquor retail coincided with a steady increase in the number of liquor
stores, as Table 27 illustrates. They also not only demonstrated a willingness to serve the public in new

and innovative ways but also opened up govemnment control to a larger market as any good business
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would endeavour to do. Yaremko made no effort to hide this goal of govemment control in his reply to a
Scarborough man’s opposition to midnight liquor stores as failing to exercise appropnate control over
access to alcohol. “We try to run the LCB just like a private business so that a profit accrues to the people

of Ontario and taxes are kept as low as possible,™ as Table 29 shows.

Table 27

Total Liquor and Besr Stores in Ontario 1970/71-1972/73

@ Liquor Stores
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Source: LCBO Annual Reperts 1070/71-1972/73

“4 New Age of Shelter”: Finally, Yaremko announced another change for the future responding
to “a new age of shelter”* The government “broadened significantly” the definition of residence to
include nursing homes, mobile homes, and all the common facilities of a condominium or apartment
building such as the pool, the recreation room, and even the laundry room. He explained that the
traditional definition of residence was based on the concept of a private home and left apartment dwellers
and others in more non-traditional residences in doubt as to the legality of having and consuming alcohol
in the common areas of their dwellings. While the changes could be criticised as only a further tinkering

with the 1927 concept of residence as a ‘space’ of regulation, this announcement included so many
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variables that it took into consideration the predominant desire for individual freedom. As Yaremko
explained in reply to a Don Mills woman’s complaints about these widened provisions, “it is not the
intention of the government to force alcohol on anyone, rather it was to permit responsible people to have
a choice in such use.”*'

Yaremko’s announcements prompted mostly sarcasm, especially those changes that highlighted
behaviour that was previously illegal or at least questionable such as the sale of liqueur-filled chocolates
or the consumption of liquor in one’s apartment recreation room. With the succession of a new Premier
and a new Cabinet, many expected more significant change. Liberal leader Robert Nixon argued that
while his party favoured reducing the age of majority to 18, the Conservatives “talk about putting liquor
in chocolates and that sort of thing.”** Yaremko revealed that the government rejected requests for even
greater liberalisation. His govemment favoured preserving local option “in the interests of democracy”
and found there was *no significant demand™ for grocery sale of beer, two policies targeted for change.
Further, he explained that the drinking age would not be altered until the government finished its
consideration of the entire issue of age of majority.*

Even with these shortcomings, Yaremko insisted that the changes represented “a fundamental
shift” in the liquor laws enabling “the people of Ontario to drink reasonable amounts of alcohol at
reasonable times of the day.™* From his perspective this conclusion appeared persuasive These changes
were ‘fundamental’ compared to the degree of moral control initially imposed on the system. Yet his
govermment achieved this ‘shift’ slowly over time with its steadfast commitment to an evolutionary and
incremental approach to policy change. What the critics failed to appreciate was the continuing pressure
on the government to preserve patemnalistic control over liquor retail and consumption. In a letter
representative of the type the government continued to receive until the eariy 1970s, although in much
smaller numbers, the president of the Ontario Christian Labour Association opposed the June relaxation
of the liquor laws. Cautioning that his group was not prohibitionist and admitting that liquor revenue
provided “many of the good things” in the province, the man argued that it was the “‘duty of government

to look after the health and welfare of the people.”** This type of reasonable expectation for a certain



424

degree of patemalistic control over the liquor trade not only appealed to the govemment’s desire to please
all areas of the electorate but also engaged Davis’ own values conceming his role in safeguarding the
welfare of society.*

Drinking Age Lowered to Eighteen: Less than a month later Davis made an announcement that
served in his mind to answer both of these goals: please a large portion of the electorate and advance the
welfare of society. Responding to long-standing demands for a lowered drinking age, Davis proclaimed
that Ontario’s age of majority would be set at 18, the age at which individuals received the right to vote,
drink, serve on juries, hold elected office and sign legal contracts.’” According to A.K. McDougall,
Robarts made the decision to lower the drinking age and left the announcement to his successor.™
Nevertheless, Davis still had to overcome some strong reservations among his caucus members. As
caucus opposition to Sunday drinking in 1965 demonstrated, the government MPPs wielded significant
influence on the pace of liquor policy change. With the help of several unnamed Cabinet members, Davis
allayed caucus members’ fears and ultimately gained their support.” The decision to lower the drinking
age and the overall age of majority resulted from several different pressures acting simultaneously.

First, the government received appeals for a lowered drinking age from groups as diverse as the
London Chamber of Commerce, the Young PCs, the Dundas police force® and a group of Etobicoke

61

housewives.” Each group argued from its own unique perspective that lowering the drinking age would
prevent abuse and excess by removing the allure of illegality surrounding liquor consumption. Many
Ontanans, such as the group of Etobicoke housewives interviewed by The Toronto Star and one
particular mother who wrote to the LCBO, were concemed about the perceived prevalence of drug use
among youth They viewed lowering the drinking age as a way to encourage youths otherwise lured by
illegal drugs to use alcohol, a more socially acceptable drug.®> With the bulk of the baby boomers
reaching their late teens and early 20s, Westem society found itself in the grasp of a youth oriented
cutture. In 1971 40% of Ontarians were under age 21, with over 400,000 of them affected by the

lowering of the drinking age from 21 to 18.%
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Davis recognised the significance of this demographic shift. “I do not believe that there has ever
been a generation which has been committed to progressive change, so involved in public issues, and so
active in the expression of argument and opinion on them " His Provincial Secretary further emphasised
the government’s belief in the unique maturity of this particular generation of young people. In reply to a
letter opposing the lowered drinking age, Yaremko explained that while he did not expect the inttial shift
to younger drinkers to be without difficulties, the govemment preferred “to rely on the maturity and
sophistication of 18 year olds in Ontario.”™ The govermment and its Liquor Boards, like the rest of
society® mitially struggled against the perceived rebelliousness of youth in the late 1960s and early 1970s
symbolised particularly through unconventional styles of dress and grooming that seemed to flout
accepted morals. For example, in December 1970 the Control Board fired a young man from his liquor
store job for refusing to trim his long hair and goatee. Chief Commissioner Kitching explained that
employees must show a “normal appearance that is acceptable to the general public.” As if to symbolise
what Owram described as the drawing together of ‘the culture of youthful rebellion and the adult
mainstream”™ in the early 1970s, by August 1971 the LCBO drew up new guidelines regarding the
physical appearance of employees. They stipulated that as long as employees followed “‘reasonable and
controlled grooming,” they could still sport the “modemn look.”™ With the number of employees steadily
increasmg, as Table 28 shows, the importance of good employee-management relations took on greater
significance. These new guidelines illustrated that the LCBO adjusted its own intemal operations to
coincide with government policy changes such as a lowered drinking age, in order to take into
consideration societal changes wrought by the youth culture. The impact of this culture, charactenised by
“change and chaos™ cannot be underestimated, particularly because it exuded the image that “all hell

broke loose,” across university campuses and the country.”
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Second, the influence of this youth culture also had a significant political component. Since the
government felt it necessary for consistency to combine all adult rights and responsibilities in one age of
majority, the decision to lower the drinking age also increased the number of eligible voters in the
province by 10%.” While all three parties embraced the lowered age of majority and certainly looked at
the new voters as potential supporters, Davis revealed that studies in other jurisdictions found that, when
given the vote, youths tended to vote following the same pattem as the electorate as a whole.” With the
Conservative government well into the fourth year of its mandate and with Davis undoubtedly anxious to
have his position as Premier endorsed in the polls, the possibility of increasing the party’s support by
upwards of 10% must have been appealing at this time. .

Third, Davis had several other models to follow in lowering the age of majority. The federal
government recently lowered the voting age from 21 to 18 for the next federal election and all other
provinces except Nova Scotia and both territories had already lowered their provincial voting ages.”™ As a
Hamilton Spectator editorial argued in early July, with the federal govemment lowering its voting age

and the three junsdictions bordering Ontario (Manitoba, Quebec and New York state) having lower
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drinking ages it was not a matter of ‘if" but ‘when’ Ontario would follow suit.” By the spring of 1971, all
provinces except Newfoundland, New Brunswick and PEI had drinking ages lower than Omtano, with
Nova Scotia and Quebec announcing their changes just a matter of months and weeks before Davis’
statement.” Therefore, in keeping with the traditional Conservative style, Davis implemented this policy
change when he was assured of a large majority of support.

After the new drinking age had been in effect for several months, the positive response justified
his timing. While the novelty of drinking legally among this new younger group resuited in some
increases in property damage and disorderly conduct, overall commentators noted the maturity of
Ontario’s youth.” The Windsor Star’s Bill Prager argued that the government had no reason to regret
lowering the drinking age, especially since even Chairman Mackey, vocally opposed to the idea when he
was first appointed, revealed that “they have not caused too many problems.”” Further, in their short time
drinking legally, these youths began to influence the entertainment and atmosphere in Ontario’s public
houses, a process initiated by the desegregation and upgrading of these outlets, but advanced by the influx
of new beer drinkers.

The decision to lower the drinking age must be understood in the larger context of Davis’ first
“meaty” legislative session as Premier. While lowering the drinking age certainly followed years of
pressure from various groups and the example of other provinces, the policy change formed part of Davis’
overall attempt “to implement the wishes of a people that had begun to question old values and recognise

»?

new values,” according to a Globe and Mail editorial.”” The decision to stop the Spadina Expressway in
the face of overwhelming urban opposition and to establish a Department of the Environment represented
just two examples of Davis’ willingness to respond to public sentiments.

The lowering of the drinking age also fit into an overall liberalisation of the liquor laws. Less than
six months after the London Chamber of Commerce issued its detailed list of policy suggestions, Davis’
government addressed a large majority of them. Besides lowering the drinking age, the government
expedited the issuance of sidewalk café licences, relaxed the food requirement in dining outlets, permitted

the licencing of outdoor special occasion events and removed the restrictions on Sunday dancing. As
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comments by Kitching and Mackey to Yaremko in late 1971 made clear, the recent amendments achieved
action in almost every area the Chamber suggested in January. The only areas not changed included the
service of minor children, drinking on beaches or at picnics, Sunday service without meals and private
alcohol retailers. While Manitoba recently permitted minors to consume alcohol in licenced outlets with
their parents,' the Licence Board opposed such a move due to the “possibility of abuse.” Both Boards
similarly opposed drinking on beaches or at picnics as “difficult to police.” In terms of Sunday service the
Licence Board noted that the hospitality industry seemed “‘content.” In reply to the call for private alcohol
retail the Control Board, exhibiting its fierce commitment to government control, cautioned Yaremko
“from moving hastily down that path.” Extolling the efficiency of its present system of retail, the Board
did highlight one area of potential improvement: expanding the number of winery retail stores, frozen at
51 since 1927.*' By the end of 1971, therefore, Davis’ government wiped away the last major remnants of
moral control while preserving the government control system intact, thus setting liquor policy on track
towards a future of customer service tempered only by intelligent control agamst excess.
GOVERNMENT RESTRUCTURING AND THE FUTURE OF THE LIQUOR BOARDS

To complete the transition towards this future Davis had to implement one last major liquor
policy. Like the responsibility to lower the dnnking age Robarts also left his successor the task of
implementing the recommendations of the Committee on Government Productivity (COGP). Robarts
established the Committee in 1969 out of his personal concen for the efficiency, as well as the public
responsiveness, of the government’s policymaking ability. Charged with inquiring “into all matters
pertaining to the management of the Government of Ontarnio and to make such recommendations as in its
opinion will improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Government of Ontario,”*’ the COGP,
headed by John Labatt Ltd. director and senior vice-president John B. Cronyn, also served Robarts’ desire
to modemise the Ontario government structure to mirror changes he witnessed in neighbouring Quebec.
The Committee’s recommendations ultimately resulted in the creation of three ‘policy fields,’ Justice,
Resource Development and Social Development, under Davis in early 1972. Davis explained that by

grouping departments under broad fields with common goals ministers “may concentrate their time and
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energy on broad policy questions.™® The shortcomings of the traditional Cabinet structure for creating an
overall policy of liquor control as opposed to perennial tinkering with the system certainly illustrated the
need for this type of government restructuring. Ultimately, according to NDP MPP Kenneth Bryden in a
Canadian Public Administration article, the COGP served as Ontario’s vehicle in a search, common to
many governments in the early 1970s “for a more rationalistic approach to policymaking "* For political
scientist George J. Szablowski, the COGP provided government with the tools to anticipate change rather
than merely react to it,*’ as the history of liquor control illustrated.

After this restructuring the Liquor Boards found themselves temporarily without a permanent
responsible minister since the transformation eliminated the Provincial Secretary’s department. John
Yaremko, now Solicitor General under the new framework, suggested several ministries to Davis in July
1972 to take responsibility for his former charges. Even while he suggested options Yaremko argued the
drawbacks of each. Placement of the Boards under the Industry and Tourism Minister or Revenue
Minister “would be criticised for emphasizing the exploitation of a substance which has harmful social
aspects.” Likewise “the revenue aspects” of the Boards, illustrated in Table 29, “would not be
compatible” with the Health Ministry while Government Services was “‘neutral” but the activities of the

Boards did “not fit with the general concept relating to” that Ministry.*
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AN “APPROPRIATE” MINISTRY FOR THE LIQUOR BOARDS

Given the shortcomings of each of Yaremko’s suggestions, Davis decided on an entirely different
ministerial home for the Boards that perfectly represented the goals of government control as the COGP
suggested that agencies be incorporated into “‘appropriate” ministry portfolios.*” Created in April 1972 as
part of the overall reorganisation of government, the Ministry of Consumer and Commercial Relations
represented a modemised form of the old Department of Financial and Commercial Affairs. Under the
Justice policy field, the new Ministry held responsibility for a wide range of concems affecting the
licencing and inspection of businesses including the insurance and credit union industrnies, for example, as
well as the protection of consumers.* On October 1 an Order-in-Council transferred the LCBO and the
LLBO from their temporary position under Solicitor General Yaremko to the Ministry of Consumer and
Commercial Relations on the recommendation of the COGP."*’

By placing the Liquor Boards in the Justice field, Davis continued past administrations’
association of liquor control with law and order reflected in Ferguson's onginal decision to give the
Attorney General responsibility for the LCBO. The Ministry’s overt emphasis on consumer issues and
commercial enterprises reflected the Control Board’s business goals as well as the customer service
commitment evident in licencing and retailing. No previous department responsible for the Liquor Boards
had the capacity or the mandate to promote this important aspect of govemment control in such a
forthright manner. Therefore, the Ministry exemplified both the control and customer service goals of
government control in a direct and specific way. Culmmating 45 years of evolving liquor policy, the
creation of the Ministry of Consumer and Commercial Relations and the placement of liquor retailing and
licencing under its purview firmly established customer service as the primary goal of Ontano’s
govemment control system. It symbolised the conclusion of the govemment’s challenge to achieve
reasonable balance between freedom of choice and the consequences of excessive consumption,
according to Ellen Dolour France’s analysis of the development of the LLBO in the 1970s.® After years

of being shuffled among ministries as diverse as Attorney General, Treasury and a long period under the
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‘catch-all’ department of the Provincial Secretary, the LCBO and LLBO finally found a home within a
Ministry dedicated to the service and protection of the Ontario consumer.

Davis’ choice for the minister to carry out these goals further determined how, and in what
proportion, they would be administered. He “elevated from the backbenches™ his fellow Osgoode Hall
Law School classmate, 44-year-old John Clement. A United Church member, Clement represented
Niagara Falls where he previously worked with the grape marketing board. After being swom into
Cabinet “Ontario’s new liquor boss sipped a glass of sherry.” making no pretence about his drinking
habits. Arguing “people are a little more sophisticated today and I think we should reflect that,” Clement
proposed a wider availability of liquor especially in recreational facilities and tourist areas *’ At the same
time he acknowledged that the government had to control liquor “very adequately."93 His reference to
‘adequate’ control reflected past demands for ‘intelligent’ and ‘reasonable’ comtrol over consumption
behaviour. Coupled with his recognition of the ‘sophistication’ of society, observers concluded that his
appointment signalled the end of the last of the moralistic liquor restrictions.®* Certainly, Clement’s
installation in his new post in a new Ministry indicated the conclusion of a long evolution away from
moral regulation of consumption behaviour towards more reasonable or ‘adequate’ control to safeguard
general public welfare.

In order to complete that evolution, Clement realised that, as the newspaper editorials reminded
him, with more amendments ““Ontario’s liquor laws might yet be dragged into the twentieth century.”*"
Soon after taking office Clement told reporters, “I am not going to sit here and look you in the eye and tell
you that I think it’s [liquor] being marketed and controlled in a method that’s acceptable to the public in
all areas. ™ Several highly publicised incidents in the months leading up to his appointment illustrated to
Clement that years of ingramned patemalistic liquor law mterpretation and implementation could not be
reversed instantaneously. For example, in March and then again in September, Chairman Mackey
maintained that darts and pool tables were too “dangerous” and inappropriate for licenced premises
despite the general opening up of entertainment in 1965.°" In April the Licence Board closed the outlet in

Ottawa’s National Arts Centre on Sundays because it failed to serve full meals with drinks on Sundays ”*
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Fimally, n September, Mackey ordered Stratford’s Avon Theatre to close its outlet during a film festival
since the laws restricted theatre liquor licences to live performances only.” These incidents indicated that
while liquor retail had evolved towards a significant commitment to customer service, particularly with
the opening of self-serve stores, licencing remained controversial. The reason for this was that the moral
restrictions made in the second half of the 1960s on the opening up of new types of opportunities, such as
Sunday drinking and the licencing of entertainment facilities, continued to inform enforcement rulings.
Clearly Clement had his work cut out for him but armed with a new and more appropriate ministerial
framework, the completion of the evolution toward ‘adequate’ control and Taylor’s ‘balanced’ liquor
policy, characterised by an equilibrium between customer choice and consumption controls to minimise
specific excesses, appeared assured.

“IN LINE WITH ACCEPTED SOCIAL STANDARDS AND CUSTOMER PREFERENCES”

The Ministry’s new statement of goals and objectives for the Liquor Boards reflected this
evolution. Throughout the fall of 1972 the new Ministry debated and brainstormed over this statement, an
outward symbol of the purposes of the Boards that had never been undertaken before. The final statement
expressed the objectives that the Boards had been working towards over the past four and a half decades:
“to provide for effective control ‘and licencing and efficient marketing of liquor in line with accepted
social standards and consumer preferences.”'® In an explicit and public manner this statement signified
that only customer desires and society’s expectations would influence the type of control the Boards
exercised over retailing and licencing.

This statement also went a long way towards answering the frank and pointed issues raised by
LCBO solicitor Basil Clark on the eve of Clement’s appointment. In a long confidential memo to
Yaremko, Clark highlighted years of complaints directed towards the govemment’s handling of liquor
policy. “What precisely are we trying to do by regulating the use and availability of liquor in Ontario?” he
asked '” “In the absence of clear govemment directions, control seems always to predominate as if by
divine right, except in isolated cases decided on an ad hoc basis...The accumulated effect of years of

legislative patching is becoming obvious.” He went on to conclude, ‘“‘There is some doubt that this is an
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appropriate emphasis in view of today’s changing social attitudes.”'” He noted the “frequently
incompatible” goals of control and customer service. “They compete with each other for pre-eminence
and require constant balancing.” In one memo Clark managed to articulate the significant issues of the
entire history of govemment control in Ontario. He highlighted the issues yet to be resolved, such as the
continuation of local option, despite the system’s many exceptions and the arbitrary restriction on the
number of winery licences and wine stores. He also demonstrated the bureaucracy’s function in grappling
with the very fundamentals behind the system of liquor retailing and licencing: the govemment’s role in
legislating morality, its continued ambivalence over the millions of tax dollars raised through liquor retail
and the justification behind a government monopoly if service and not morality was pre-eminent.

The new Ministry, with its statement of goals, provided a framework for the government as 1t
continued to grapple with these basic issues that went to the heart of govemment control. An incremental
approach to policymaking, supplemented with ad hoc responses to societal crises, created the system that
existed at the end of 1972. Largely as a consequence of the efforts begun by Allan Grossman and John
Robarts and continued by Robert Welch, John Yaremko and Bill Davis, Ontario’s government control
system evolved from the patemalistic and moralistic emphases of Frost’s era to the customer service-
oriented organisation under John Clement’s Ministry of Consumer and Commercial Relations. After the
government wiped away most of the “old annoying blue laws™ and directly addressed the challenges of
the control and service impulses within the system, the conclusion that “civilisation dawns over liquor

laws™'* appeared an appropriate ending to government control’s first four and a half decades.
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CONCLUSION

“IN LINE WITH ACCEPTED SOCIAL STANDARDS"'

The new Ministry’s statement of goals emphasised the formation of liquor policy according to
what it perceived to be ‘accepted social standards.’ As we have seen, social standards demanded customer
service from the time of the original 1927 liquor retail system. Give the recent repeal of Prohibition, this
service could only manifest itself within an overall framework of moral control over the consumption
behaviour of Ontarians. Therefore the Control Board provided courteous and efficient liquor retail in a
legal manner for the first time in eleven years while simultaneously exerting moral regulation over who
bought liquor, where it was kept and under what circumstances it was consumed. This was primarily
accomplished by the regulation of specifically defined spaces, initially the ‘residence.’ In the intervening
45 years, the government’s intensive moral regulation of liquor retail, and later public drinking, slowly
gave way before public demand and political will. Reasonable control replaced moral regulation in an
evolutionary manner as the only acceptable impediment to customer service. The three overarching
themes of the era encouraged this evolution: the pressure for private retail; the consistent comparisons
with services and approaches in other regions; and the lobbying efforts of the tourist industry. However
these forces impelling change were in constant tension with other forces resisting it. For example, habit,
the incremental nature of policy change, and the endurance of prohibitionist beliefs in society made this
evolution an extremely slow one. Also, the longevity of bureaucrats in powerful positions as well as the
longevity of the ruling Conservatives fostered caution and the status quo. This evolution at times
exhibited almost imperceptible movement, making it hard for contemporaries to appreciate the
significance of change over time. The piecemeal nature of change determined that small pockets of moral
control remained after every amendment, stimulating constant irritation and therefore criticism. One

political party created a liquor control system based on a significant degree of moral control. Then, over
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nearly half a century, with one brief Liberal interlude, the same party managed to guide the system, by
responding to the province’s political culture, to one reasonabiy balanced between customer freedom of
choice and the prevention of abuse. And they did so without any significant political upset.

Despite the perennial, and at times insistent, denunciations of government control, by 1972
Ontarians by and large seemed to have grudgingly accepted the system now free of most of its moralistic
impediments and prohibitions. With the government on the road to limiting its role largely to the
promotion of healthy consumption choices and the prevention of abuse, the majonty of responsible
drinkers found themselves faced with a multitude of options in an increasingly free atmosphere of liquor
retail and public consumption. Such freedoms, including whether to eat or not in any type of outlet, to
drink publicly on Sundays, to view liquor bottles or even to give liquor as a present, were unfathomable
in the immediate aftermath of the province’s decade-long experience of Prohibition. Almost half a
century later, several isolated instances of this prohibition mindset remained such as local option, election
day opening only after the polls closed and the meal requirement for Sunday drinking. However, the fact
that Sunday and election day drinking were even permitted, along with the other liberalisations in the
liquor laws, illustrated to most that an important comer had been turned.

Nevertheless there was nothing natural or expected about this evolution. Clearly customer service
emerged as a key goal from the very creation of the LCBO in the same way that moral control played a
predominant role in shaping govemment control. While these two forces, control and service, would at
first appear to be diametrically opposed impulses, they functioned simultaneously—albeit uneasily-—for
nearly half a century. Since the shift from the dominance of one towards the dominance of the other
occurred slowly and incrementally over the period, it presents a picture of natural evolution but that
transition is specific to Ontario. British Columbia, for example, opened its liquor stores until midnight
during the 1920s and all night during the Depression, and sold packaged liquor for off-premises
consumption from licenced drinking outlets in the early 1970s, revealing much less moral regulation over
liquor retail. In the realm of public drinking, on the other hand, moralistic and patemalistic attitudes

prevailed to an even greater degree than in Ontario. For example, most British Columbia beer parlours



banned women completely throughout the late 1920s and 1930s and the Pacific province did not permit
the sale of cocktails until seven years after Ontario opened its lounges.> Therefore, different jurisdictions
experienced change at different rates and according to different priorities.

Ontario’s experience was overwhelmingly shaped by a political culture that favoured cautious
reform and slow, incremental change. As Lindblom argued, ideological conservatism fostered political
incrementalism.? Unlike the British Columbia experience, where moral control informed some decisions
like the delay in cocktail lounges but not others like lengthy store hours, Ontario’s system was
consistently informed by moral control, a product of Ontario’s deep temperance roots, political
commitment to the status quo and a deferential political culture. While the British Columbia experience
exhibited similar tensions between control and service and between regulation and promotion, the overall
transition in its government control system shifted unevenly and rapidly between the opposing forces.
Arguably, the most important factors that account for the pace and nature of change in Ontario are the
political stability witnessed generally for the period and the policymakers’ adherence to the type of policy
process that reflected the dominant values of society. By comparison, British Columbians employed civil
disobedience to demand public drinking almost immediately after the creation of its government liquor
stores.* There is little evidence of this degree of lawbreaking in Ontario. Only at the height of the
Depression was the pressure great enough to ensure the reintroduction of public drinking, and even then
the pressure was largely economic. With a political culture that favoured order and stability, Ontarians
largely deferred to the strict moral controls of the early government control system. However, after
decades of such control, significant post-World War Two shifts in drinking tastes and expectations
rendered the old system incompatible with most customers’ demands. Only then did Ontanans’ desires
for fair play and timely reform necessitate loud protests in the late 1950s and 1960s.

In Ontario then, political success in this policy area rested on an equitable balance between moral
control and business efficiency according to the accepted social values of the day. Policymakers carefully
gauged these social values in a number of ways. Clearly the letters written by constituents, letters written

to the editors, and the editorials and opinion pieces in the press combined to express the dominant views
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of Ontarians. At times these voices were at odds, and in those cases caution and siow, incremental change
proved the savvy choice. The policymakers also looked to their own deeply held beliefs and values in
shaping policy, believing they mirrored society at large or at least that they knew what was best.
Balancing control and service was not achieved once and for all, but required constant readjustment and
re-evaluation.

Ontario’s political culture dictated that political leaders take a firm hand in controlling and
guiding this process. Unlike British Columbia, where politicians preferred interest groups to take the lead
in promoting plebiscites to achieve liquor policy change right up to the 1952 vote on cocktail lounges,
Ferguson used the 1926 general election to seize direct political control over this controversial issue. The
aura of scandal and corruption attached to the British Columbia Liquor Control Board and its responsible
ministry during its first few years of operation undoubtedly influenced Ferguson’s decisions regarding the
makeup of his proposed system.’ He not only desired a strong image of control to ensure the success of
the new enterprise but he also wanted real control over the functioning of the new Liquor Board.
Therefore, the new Board was created as an independent and ‘arm’s length’ agency, which served
Ferguson's political agenda as well as those of future premiers. In practice, the agency was not a classic
independent agency and evolved within the overall growth of the government throughout the twentieth
century. The enduring temperance sentiments in society made the image of independence important. But
for this same reason, the government wanted close control over the Board’s activities and therefore, the
divisive and even politically dangerous debates over access to liquor. As a result, the Board became
closely tied to the ruling govenment with several Chief Commissioners coming from the ranks of the
elected members, including one of the most pro-active LCBO chiefs, Allan Grossman. Furthermore, the
govemment appointed the non-elected Chief Commissioners and Licence Board Chairmen. The
endurance of the Conservative dynasty fostered the longevity of these bureaucrats in positions of power,
which in turn served to preserve the status quo and the control emphasis in liquor policy well mto the
post-war era. As J.E. Hodgetts has argued for the federal Liberals, during long periods of one-party rule

the line between politics and administration blurs® As its name suggests, the history of government
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control reveals the propensity for strong leadership and direct political control over policymaking in
Ontario.

Ferguson demonstrated the province’s desire for strong central authority as he set the tone and
direction for future leadership over the issue of liquor policy. He realised that the only politically
acceptable system to replace Prohibition, after over ten years of perceived excesses associated with
hidden drinking, was one based on strict moral control of the purchase, possession and consumption of
liquor. Voters overwhelmingly endorsed the fundamental components of his plan: sealed bottles hidden
from view, permit booklets to record purchases, strict definition of a residence, the interdicted list and
wide investigative police powers. These controls, based on the moral view that liquor was a dangerous
and potentially corrupting substance that required government’s direct intervention into not only
commerce but also personal consumption behaviour, were widely accepted in Ontario society in the late
1920s. Although his electoral support is not necessarily an accurate gauge for the acceptance of his
policies, for him and his successors the belief that Ontarians endorsed the idea of government control was
a powerful factor in preserving the foundations that Ferguson established.

As social standards changed, particularly once the novelty of the new system wore off, the
govermnment lessened its strict regulation of consumption behaviour. Initiatives such as the sale of smaller
bottles of spirits, single bottles of beer and ultimately beer by the glass tended to advance the business
side of government control in the face of the Great Depression. More importantly, they revealed that the
govemment never intended the system of govemnment control to remain as it had been created in 1927,
since Ferguson referred to his policy as an ‘experiment’ to be given a fair trial before it could be re-
evaluated and reshaped. Once the crisis of the Depression influenced the creation of beverage rooms and
the crisis of World War Two influenced the creation of cocktail outlets, the government’s abilrty to
respond to direct public demands was hereafter hampered. Social crisis produced dramatic change.
Prosperity and political stability, on the other hand, encouraged the preservation of the status quo.
Preoccupied with post-war reconstruction and prosperity, and guided by a moralistic view of liquor

consumption that was preserved by the incremental approach to policy change, Frost committed his



admunistration to preserving and even enhancing the control mechanisms handed down to him from
Drew.

The striking feature of the Frost era was the absence of any real change in liquor policy.
Campbell reached a similar conclusion for British Columbia under the Social Credit government of
W.A.C. Bennett.” Like Frost, Bennett held strong temperance beliefs that prevented him from making
alcohol more easily available. Over the same era British Columbia also witnessed a strong-willed and
authoritarian counterpart to Licence Board Chairman Judge Robb, who favoured the status quo and
closely controlled the stillcontroversial area of public drinking. As public tastes began to expand faster
than the traditional incremental approach to change could satisfy, Frost found himself and his government
under constant fire to liberalise access to alcohol. A divided and often unimpressive Opposition protected
Frost from severe political consequences from his adherence to the status quo. Instead, he valued the
cautious approach in preserving his power, a lesson he gleaned from Drew’s personal political defeat.

By the 1960s the public’s displeasure with liquor laws formed a constant backdrop to the turmoil
of that decade. Robarts continued his party’s traditional respect for the province’s dominant pol:tical
culture by delivering timely reform only when an overwhelming majority of society demonstrated its
support. A more determined Opposition and a restless electorate encouraged his liberalisation efforts.
Furthermore, the public’s heightened demands coincided with sustained press attacks on the merits of
govemnment control itself. Coupled with privatisation threats in the form of grocery sale of beer, these
attacks encouraged customer service initiatives, including a significant shift away from moral control with
Sunday sale and self-serve stores. This shift culminated in Davis’ placement of the LCBO and the LLBO
under the new Ministry of Consumer and Commercial Relations.

Ontario Premiers after Ferguson followed his example by controlling and directing a policy issue
known for its controversial and divisive nature, with a minimum of political upheaval. While these
leaders overwhelmingly chose a cautious and incremental manner of shifting liquor policy away from
paternalistic and moral control towards an approach balanced between service and public health, the

results proved dramatic. Few contemporaries could perceive the significant evolution that had occurred
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over a 45-year period since the pace of change advanced slowly and sometimes reversed course to adopt
stricter moral regulation. In 1972 a Toronto Life Magazine columnist bemoaned how little progress he
saw in Ontario liquor laws since Prohibition.* Clearly this observation resulted from the press’ traditional
tendency to focus on controversy rather than undertake a long-term perspective on policy. Nevertheless,
as Lindblom argued, incremental changes accumulated over time .’

Ontarians in 1972 enjoyed greater freedoms in their choices surrounding the purchasing of
alcoholic beverages and when, where, with whom, and under what circumstances to consume those
beverages than anyone would have imagined in 1927, and more than in many American junisdictions,
where Ontarians had earlier looked with envy. Where the original Liquor Control Act embodied what
Ferguson believed to be the generally accepted values of the day, so too did the laws, regulations and
policies that the Boards functioned under in 1972 in the context of the new Ministry. In the interim,
successive governments removed layers of moral control that valued the permit booklet as an overt
attempt at community surveillance, that regulated consumption behaviour between friends in a private
residence, that implied public drinking on Sundays and election days was immoral, and that divided men
and women in public houses for fear of sexual improprieties between consenting adults. These moral
controls and others represented the beliefs and values of lawmakers and many Ontarians at the time they
were instituted. As society began to vehemently question the appropriateness of these controls in the post-
war period, particularly in the context of a self-<consciously ‘modem’ province, policymakers struggled to
accommodate shifting social values within the context of government control. Unsure of the
consequences of abandoning the moral controls that had remained such a significant aspect of the system,
the government moved cautiously. While the business and customer service goals of govemment control
functioned consistently from the beginning, the government steadfastly refused to make market forces the
sole guiding force over liquor availability. Instead, it manoeuvred warily, adopting new service initiatives
and slowly substituting moral and patemalistic controls with the promotion of healthy consumption

choices in an environment of personal responsibility.
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LCBO Profits Paid to Provincial Treasurer as Percantage of Provincial
Net Ordinary Revenue

1928729 193233 1936737 1941/42 1948/47 1951752 1956757 196162 1966/67 197172
Years

L£80 L NIV WIVTL. Al Asansus of Oraarte WIV-STVI2

As the government slowly relinquished moral and patemalistic control over alcohol availability,
alcohol sales and therefore LCBO profits steadily increased. At the same time, the relative significance of
these profits to the provincial treasury steadily decreased as Table 31 illustrates. Clearly, social, economic
and political circumstances fostered increased consumption, particularly in the post-war years. At the
same time, liquor profits were becoming less important to provincial revenues. The reasons for this have
much more to do with the overall growth and diversification of the provincial economy, the complex tax
system and the beneficial financial arrangements with the federal govemment negotiated after World War
Two, than they do with liquor sales. Nevertheless, this graph is important for two reasons. With the
exception of an immediate post-war spike in the proportion of provin;:ial revenues made up by LCBO
profits, undoubtedly influenced by the pent up consumer demand and the end of rationing, LCBO profits
paid to the treasury as a percentage of overall provincial net ordinary revenue declined steadily from 13%
in the first full year of government control to less than 5% by the end of the period. Interestingly, British

Columbia revealed a strikingly similar trend with its liquor revenues as a percentage of net general
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revenue falling from 13.8% in its first year of govemment control to 4.6% in 1970.'° While each
province experienced the transition away from Prohibition towards more consumer-driven service in
distinct ways, the similarity in the relative importance of liquor profits points to some common influences
on drinking patterns and provincial growth across Canada during this period. If LCBO revenues had
ceased to be very significant for the provincial government by the early 1970s, why was government
control preserved? While these revenues proved important over the course of the first 45 years of
government control, their decreased significance illustrates that reasons other than profits continued to
encourage the preservation of the system. As we have seen, govemment control was a valuable patronage
tool. It allowed the government to control as well as to appease the powerful alcohol producers. Most
importantly, the system continued to satisfy the government’s long-held belief in the state’s responsibility
to restrict market forces in order to protect society from potentially dangerous products like alcohol.
Despite the strength and the endurance of calls for elements of private alcohol sale, Ontario
ammved at this balanced system of liquor control by maintaining many of the key foundations for
government control established in 1927. In the late 1980s, British Columbia on the other hand, permitted
the sale of liquor from private retailers attached to licenced premises.' In 1993 Alberta privatised its
entire liquor store operation while several provinces permit the sale of beer and wines by local grocers
and convenience stores. Ontario instead remained committed to one of the original assumptions behind
government control: that government has a responsibility to regulate and control the sale and consumption
of a dangerous substance like alcohol. As Ellen Dolour France argued in her study of the development of
the LLBO, even after the removal of significant regulations, government control endured as an important
feature of Omtario’s liquor laws. Government continued to conmtrol and regulate public sale and
consumption of alcohol as an expression of the state’s role as guardian of its people.” While
policymakers initially framed the controls to protect Ontarians from a perceived moral danger, by the
early 1970s these controls predominantly concemed themselves with threats to public health and the most
vulnerable in society. Instead of making alcohol difficult for everyone to obtain, as had been the case for

the preceding decades, the govemment slowly retreated from such controls as the permit and the ban on
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Sunday sale, for example, and instead focused primarily on protecting youth and alcoholics by controlling
price levels, hours and employee training. Policymakers concluded that the government and not the
private sector would best achieve these goals while still serving the wider society effectively and
efficiently. This evolution occurred over a 45-year period as Ontario balanced what was mnherently
unbalanceable, according to the province’s desire for order, stability and deference for authority.
Ferguson’s initial reason for championing government control was to achieve control over not
only the actual retail of beverage alcohol but control over the political debates on the divisive issue and
over the symbolic image of the liquor trade. To abandon government comtrol would necessitate the
ascendancy of an even more powerful and persuasive symbol.”’ The tremendous social upheaval of the
1960s, the waves of European immigrants and the free-market rhetoric of consumer-driven post-war
society, proved unequal to the task of reversing a policy with deep roots in the province. His successors
succeeded in managing the controversial political issue in order to achieve balance between control and

service in keeping with their interpretation of dominant social values.
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APPENDIX 1

Important Government Control Personnel 1927-1972

LCBO COMMISSIONERS APPOINTMENT DATE
David Blythe Hanna April §, 1927

Sir Henry Drayton April 24, 1928

Stewart McClenaghan April 27, 1932

Edmond G. Odette July 11, 1934

Hon. A. St. Clair Gordon Apnil 29, 1939

Victor Trevelyn Goggin

Hon. William Gourley Webster
Hon. W. Gniesinger

Hon. G.A. Welsh

Hon. Wm. Henry Collings
Hon. Allan Grossman

G. Harry Sheppard

General George Kitching

LLBO CHAIRMEN
Judge Walter Robb

James P. Mackey

LCBO COMPTROLLERS

(AFTER 1962 GENERAL MANAGERS)

J.A. McGeachie
Brigadier J.G. Spragge

J.S. Abra

February 18, 1944
January 3, 1945
May 6, 1946

May 5, 1949
January 20, 1955
November 9, 1961
August 30, 1963

December 1, 1970

APPOINTMENT DATE

October 28, 1944

August 31, 1970

APPOINTMENT DATE

1927
March 31, 1947

April 1, 1969
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Reporting Relationships Between LCBO and Cabinet

APPENDIX 2
1927-1972

1927-1934
Chief Commissioner Attorney General

| (H. Price)
Commissioners

I
Comptroiler
1934-1943

Chief Commissionef——————— Treasurer
(Minister Without Portfolio) (M. Hepbum)
|

Comptroller

1943-1946

Chief Commissioner Attomey General
| (L. Blackwell)

Comptroller

1946-1949

Chief Commissioner (as Minister without Portfolio)
I

Comptroller

1949-1955

Chief Commissioner (as Provincial Secretary)
|
Comptroller

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet
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1955-1958

Chief Commissioner

Comptroller

1958-1960
Chief Commissioner

Comptlloller

1960-1961
Chief Commissioner

Comptroller

1961-1963

Chief Commissioner (as Minister without Portfolio)

Provincial Secretary
(W. Nickel, 1955)
(G. Dunbar, 1955-58)

Attorney General
(K. Roberts)

Provincial Secretary
(J. Yaremko)

Comptroller (after 1962 General Manager)

1963-1972

Chief Commissioner

General Manager

1972

Chief Commissioner
|
General Manager

Provincial Secretary
(J. Yaremko to 1966)
(R. Welch 1966-71)
(J. Yaremko 1971-72)

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet

Consumer and Commercial Rclatiops — Cabinet

(J. Clement)
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APPENDIX 3

Reporting Relationships Between LLBO and Cabinet

1944-1949
(From 1944-46 called LACB)

Chairman

1949-1958

Chairman

1958-60

Chairman

1960-1972

Chairman

1972

Chairman

1944-1972

Attorney General
(L. Blackwell)

Provincial Secretary
(G.A. Welsh 1949-55)
(W. Nickel 1955)

(G. Dunbar 1955-1958)

Attorney General
(K. Roberts 1958-60)

Provincial Secretary
(J. Yaremko 1960-66)
(R. Welch 1966-71)
(J. Yaremko 1971-72)

Consumer and Commercial Relations
(J. Clement)

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabinet

Cabmet
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