
to pay Paul, W«u«o it woiilil tiumt (••rfiiiiilv Uaw hurt .Mimmoiiuii
crcaincrj' ami tlwn again jou wimltJ iiuvu In'vu rtiiniiiig two 08talili«b-

ments where oiio would Lavo lioiii-. It wa* alti.«ctln'r wntrary to tbr
policy of the departiUiiit lieraunv it was not iiicrraiting the out|iiit nor
lowering the ciwt of prwiuctiun. Tlwik' are the fon<litioiii» that have
to be met. ami u r^'prt-wntativo gathering like tliit. nui»t ilo its nhare in
meeting them.

I have outlined the policy of the govemnient with regard to wn-
trnliiiatiiin. If thix meeting £«*!» that thin jwlicy is the right one iind

will »up|H>rt that policy, you will help wn out and greatly strengthen
our han<lg for the future. It in for you to say whether t\m |M.licy U in

the best interests of the duiryinjr industry. A very enterprising littii-

town on th(! Grand Trunk Pacitie IluiKvay sent up a delegation iiii<l

they were very an.xious to have a creamery. However, wo )>uinted fiit

to them that it was tix late fi • this season in any en-c. nnd sisggiiite.l

that tli« V ship their <Team to rHijtalI"n. W'v would pay the express
and thi . would gia exactly the same for their cream as if they hud a
creamery in their own town, and they would in that way be following
otit the practical theory that you must increase the output t<) lessen

the co^l. So you see these people would b<' actually Ix'tter oflf by sending
cream to a creamery olready established than to build one of tlicir on ii.

m
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To show further tla^ effects of this polity on the eeoson's make of

butter I will take as instunc's theereameries at l.augiiiliurg aiul ("hur 'h-

bridgi'. Their representatives are here and will know that what I shall

t^ay is corre<'t. One was operated privately and the other by the govern-

ment. In 1S)(M! l)oth were running. Langcn'bnrg made 34,000 pounds,

and Churchbridge 50.000 pounds of butter. Tlic first year the Langrn-
burg cn'omery was under government operation, that is in 1007. its

output increased from 34,000 to 74,0<X>. while the t'hurchbridg.»

creamery's output decreased from .''(CjOOO to 32,000 jiounds From
1906 to 1000 Langcfnburg's output increase<l from 34.000 to O.'),000

pounds, while Churchbridge made only 40,000. I could give you other

figures but these illustrate the general tendency. Because of these and
other figures like them I am satisfied with the government's jiolicy of

aiding creameries in this way.

The figures I am alwut to submit n'lative tc> ci>st per jwund of

mur .<turo will, I think, further illustrate that the policy of ceutrul-

isai.^i is the proper one. Take the two creameries previously men-
tioned : Langenburg in 1007 made 34.(iOO pounds at a cost of 3.0 oents

per pound ; in 100.S it made 74,000 at a cost of 2.8 cents per poimd ; in

1009 it made 0.">.000 pounds at a cost of 2.2 cents i>er jxiund. Again,

Moosomin, in 1007, made 12,000 pounds at a cost of 5 cents per pound

;

in 1008 it mailr 28,000 jwunils at a cost of a little over four cents per

pound ; in 1000, 49,000 pounds at a cost of 3.4 cents per pound. Thes<>

figures bear out the contention that wherever you can increase the output

you lessen the cost of production and put that much more money into

the pockets of the patrons.


