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Bill would make their elevator system a col-
lection agency for their competitors, the pools,
at the 1,300 points where such poois have no
elevators; that the elevator systems are com-
pelled by law to receive any farmer's grain,
and to compel them at the same time to
quarantee weights and grades et rival terminal
elevators after the farmer has had possession
of the grain en route, is unfair and unjust.
They argue that if the pools want to do
business at the thirteen hundred points where
they now have no elevator, they should build
and operate their own bouses, and flot seek
to compel the Elevator Companies by law, to
place their large capital investment at the
disposai of rival iuterests, simply to enable
the pools to carry ont their contracts with the
pool farmers whcreby they are bound to accept
their grain whether they have facilities or
neot.

Those are the dlaim-s of the two parties.
Now, what is the solution of this; contre-
versy? I must confess I have hiad some diffi-
culty in arrivlng at, a conclusion to guide my
own action in supporting or opposing this
Bill. The grain trade dlaims there is unfair-
ness in the legislation, and that it practicalhy
amounts to confiscation of their property.
Whihe it contains elemnents of injustice, I
wvould not go so far as to sav thaýt it ýinvolves
confiscation. Thiere are occasions when seem-
ing injustices, are imposed by -legisiation.
P ublic opinion becomes so pronounced at
times that the general good takes precedenýce
over personal or private interests. Take the
case of prohibition for instance. Sentimýent as
wide-spread as the Dominion itef dernanded
that the operation of bars for the sale of
liquors must be remnoved from hotels, and
notwithstanding illions of dollars invested
in the hotel business which were practically
ruined, the general gond was considered first,
and the cry of vested interests did flot awaken
much sympathy. The unp.recedented move-
ment by the farmers which culminatod in the
formnation of tise grain pools is so prnnounced
that we are practically asked to disregard
private interests in order that their demands
xnay pre-vail. We are brought face to face
with this issue in Bill No. 8. Perhaps the
statements of representatives of the farmers
themnsei'ves may help us to a conclusion.

Mr. Forke, the leader of the Progressives,
in another -place, opposed the samýe Bill lest
year, and gave his reasons. Honourable gen-
tlemen may have read them, but I will, put
themn upon tie record:

1 think the right lion, Leader of the oýpposition lias
s!ated the case Plainly and fairly as I ses it. I krnow
that in making that 9atement I amn running contrary
te adl ,ny friends who sit lieh;nd me. It has cost me

Hon. Mr. LAIRD.

cOrne effort to niake the staternt, but I cannot v.sw
it in any other way. If you put reaponsibilities upon
the local elevator you must give that elevator also
anme privileges to proteet its own interest. The farmer
lias a1wayrs a riglit to ship his grain te, any terminal
elevator lie may cheose, but if lie dooe se, lie ougl
ru take serne res1ponsibil.ty. I know very we.l that jr
rnaking that staternent I arn not rnelcing any friends
but I arn doing wliat I lielieve to lie in the interest o:
jusýtice in veting as I propose te do on tlie measure.

It is true Mr. Fork-e suPPorted the Bill haif.
heartedly this year, but he cannot recall hi-
words of lest year, as the situation bas not
changed. in the meantinîe. If I was forced tc
a conclusion one wey or the other just now,
I think I wou'ld be inclined to support Mr.
Forke's opinicn. But happily I see a mediumn
course to follow which gives us a loophole
whereby the farmers' pools mey attein the
end they desire, white at the same time doing
nuo injustice to the grain trade.

During the sitting of the Commiittee the*
recognized spokesmanb for the elevator com-
panies stated that they were prepas-ed to sell
to the pool an elevator et each of the 1,300
points- where the pools are not presently re-
presented; that in case of dispute they would
allow the Board of Graàn Cominissioners to
decide whet partricular elevator was to be
sold; and they were prepared to arbitrate the
price and ternîs. That wes his statemient be-
fore the Committee. Tse, question then arises,
are the pools :P, a position financially to take
up this offer? The evidence before the Cuti-
mittee shows that the pools withnold two
cents per bushel on every bus)eýl the pools
inarketed for the purpose of building and
extendinýg their system. llandling fifty per
cent of a $400 000,000 crop, this wotsld give
themn $4,000,000 annuelly in cash to devote to
this purpose. The eviýdence furthei showed
that the cost of a new elevetor of 30.000
bushels cepanity was approximately $10,000.
and that the Manitoba Government hed sold
70 elevatord hast year to thse pools at an aver-
age price of $7,000 each. So that $8,000,O0C
would he .reqîired to equip the pools with an
elevator at every one of the 1,300 points at
which they are flot presently rppresented.
With $4,000,000 in cash annualhy availablE
for thse puýrpose, it is olear that the pools
could easily finance the transaction, and be
in a position to have an ehevator et every
shipping point in the three Western Prov-
inices, ready to handle the 1926 croip.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: They are flot
ohyligated to -take the two cents. They are
given the power.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: They t.ook it da9t, yea.

lion. Mr. WIrLLOUGHBY: Yes.


