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of drastic cuts rather than to keep tbem on the farm with a
guaranteed profit. In 1984, a payment was made. In 1985,
there will be no payment. Not only do Ontario farmers. have no
subsidy thîs year, but they must compete with farmers whose
hogs are subsidized. The Ontario production of bags is about
equal to the consumption in Ontario. However, other provinces
seil tbousands of live bogs in our market. Other countries, like
Denmark, also penetrate our market. Then our surplus hogs
[mnd their way ta the American market.
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When we speak of the American market we must mention
countervailing duties. The strong American dollar and govern-
ment policies are combining ta put unusual pressure on the
American farmer. With an increasing amount of our pork
entering the American market-and it is only a fraction of
that market-Amerîcan farmers tbought it was unnecessary
and unfair and successfully moved to bave a countervailing
duty applied. This duty was defended on the basis of a
Canadian subsidy. Ironîcally it is the Ontario [armer who
bears the brunt of this duty, wbile it is other parts of the
country, particularly those ta the east, whicb obtain the sub-
sidy or are cusbioned [rom the effect of subsidy by income
guarantees.

We bave heard comment about our friendsbip with the
American Government and witb the American President. In
June the President of the United States will have ta decide
wbether the duties will be applied. He bas the final signing
autbority. The process up until now did not involve a presiden-
tial decision. 1 submit to the House that it is fine for us ta bave
a gaod relationship witb the President of the United States
rather tban the controversial relationsbip of the past. If tbere
is a chance for this duty ta be removed, there is more of a
chance now than tbere was at any other time.

1 hope I have laid the groundwork ta demonstrate that a
national tripartite scheme is essential. It sbould not be tbought
that every region in Canada sbouid be subsidized in relation to
its particular costs. Pork produced in Canada is Canadian
park, and all producers should produce on an equal basîs. This
is particularly important when ane consîders that present plans
encourage over-production and that our subsidized products
are exported ta foreign buyers. Sucb a common system will
become passible with the amendments proposed under Bill
C-25. Four provinces bave already agreed that tripartite plans
sbould be in place-Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and
Alberta-wbicb represent somewbat over bahf tbe praducers in
Canada. Tbey only await legîslation for the plan ta go abead.
Ta delay passage of this Bill any langer would place pressure
on these provinces ta initiate their own plans and ta enter the
interprovincial wars of treasuries being fougbt in farmers'
backyards.

Under a tripartite agreement, tbe provinces would drap their
regional subsidies and production in Canada would faîl back ta
a more rational, market sensitive level. Each participant-the
provinces, the federal Government and enrolled producers-
would pay equal sbares. Unlike present provincial plans, the
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maximum amaunt af any gavernment input would be 3 per
cent ai grass sales ai the product. In certain circumstances 1
understand the producer migbt bc allowed ta increase bis
payments ta obtain a bigger pay-aut.

Tbe tripartite agreement would allaw payments ta be made
promptly in respect ai tbose products lending themselves ta
quarterly adjustments. For instance, for hogs and feeder cattie
payments could be made on a quarterly basis. For other crops
like wbeat, payments could be made at the end ai a crap,
seasan. Tbe tripartite support prices would be sucb that there
would be no incentive ta over-produce and eacb commodity
would bave its own fund, recagnizing tbe unique characteris-
tics af the commodity, for instance, the difference in a caw-
caîf operatian wbere costs are relatively static and the cali
cames once a year, and the production ai backgrounders, a
termi I neyer beard until I came ta Ottawa, wbicb means ligbt
feeder cattle, wbere the turnover can be as littie as tbree
montbs.

Witbin tbe tripartite agreements will be provisions that
pay-outs will occur only an domestically cansumed praducts.
The Americans have shown more understanding ai similar
plans, and under sucb plans countervailing duties would be less
likely.

Certainly the farmers of Ontario will welcome this Bill witb
its greac potential ta bring stability ta farm incomes. Otber
farmers, particularly those wbo are benefiting [rom generous
scbemes, schemes funded partially by equilization payments
[ram the bave provinces, wîll initially fear the effects. How-
ever, aur farmers are important ta tbe nation and agriculture
is an important tool ta aur ecanamy. We cannot allow provin-
cial boundaries ta became the battle lines between farmers.
We cannot afford ta pour in mare maney, funded by boans, ta
pusb production in less favoured areas wbile the more
favoured, efficient areas are tamn down. Tbe agreements wbich
are possible under the amendments ta the Agricultural Stabili-
zatian Act are important ta tbe future of Canadian farmers. 1
am pleased ta be able ta add my support ta its passage.

Mr. Hovdebo: Mr. Speaker, 1 want ta correct an impression
wbicb I tbink tbe Hon. Member did not intend ta leave. This is
not a stabilization of farm income Bill; it is a stabilization ai
commodity prices Bill. One of its weaknesses is that it
attempts ta stabilize the commodity price. If the market price
continues ta go down, the result will be a lower stabilized price
every year.

Following upan bis remarks, I would like ta ask tbe Hon.
Member a question. He abbors the import of subsidized
products inta the cauntry. I suppose tbat is a real cancern on
the part ai ahI of us wba are eitber farmers or deal with
farmers or with products that have ta compete witb these
imports. In tbe case of EEC beef, would the Hon. Member
explain why bis Government did not do sometbing else rather
than cave in ta the EEC and increase the quota? Originally it
was 5.9 per cent, and now we understand that the level will be
tbree times tbat amount. Why did the Government do that? It
invites more beef inta the country ta compete witb Canadian
beef.
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