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faveur of the pre-emption clause in the Con-
solidated Land Bill whicli -was brought down,
and 1 have no reason to believe that the gov-
ernment bas changed on that point. For my
part, I was a supporter of that feature, and
amn stili ln faveur of it. That Bill provides
tbat the present settier ln the Northwest shahl
be gîven opportunity to become possessed of
a farm of nlot oniy 160 acres but 320 acres.
Let me give, very briefly, my reasons for
favourlng this plan. In the first place, we
must admit that the best ]and, speaklng
generally, is gone. 0f course, there le a
great deal of good land left, and not borne-
steaded? 1 arn net trying to give a black
eye te the land no t taken up-but there is
no0 denying that, generalhy speaking, the
cholce land bas been taken, as is only natur-
al. Therefore, it is te be considered whe-
ther there is nlot an arrangement to be made
by 'wbjch a man, if he cannot get as good
land as the homesteader of the past got,
many reeive 'm~ore of the land that Is nlot
s0 vahuable. And we say that It is to be
given on resldence duties as proposed, wlth
the paymént of $3 an acre, that rernoves
any objection that may be raised that the
land is golng to the speculater. As I am
on that subject, 1 wish to say what rny opin-
Ion is lu reference te the pre-emption clause.
My hon. frlend from Brandon brought this
subjeet up. 1 have no hesitation Iu saying,
as a western man,. and one lu touch with
western conditions, that the opposition to
this provision of the mensure cornes from
the great land speculators of the west. Let
me read an article frorn the Regina 'Stan-
dard,' which hou, gentlemen oppasite, no
doubt, wilh histen to wi'th great respect-
and, on the point referred te I think the
'Standard' Is rIght. I read from the Issue
of Mardi 5:

Hlou. Frank Oliver's new land mensure,
which was rnentioned in the Speech frorn the
Throue in the House of Commons-

I am n ot sure they are right about tint.
-and which is shortly to ho UP for considera-
tien, was the subject o.f discussion, it is learn-
ed, at a meeting of a number of business mon
at the city hall yesterday afternoon, ait which
John Ridington. formerly of the Winnipeg
'Free Press,' but 110w representing the cor-
porations interested, and attnehed to the staff
of the Pearson Land Company, deait with the
pre-emption provisions of the Bi and en-
deavoured to work up a feeling against these
pre-emption clauses with a view te having
pressure brought te hear on Mr. Oliver,
thirough hetters te Sir Wilfrid Laurier, to
break the determination of the Minister of
the Interior to have the pre-emption clauses
inserted. Mr. Ridington's mission was net
crowned with much success, apparenthy, for
the meeting broke up without any action be-
ing taken and the whoIe question was referred
to the business rnen's committee of the board
of trade.

It is gathered that Mr. Ridi4gon's main
objection was to the pre-emption clauses of the
Oliver Land Bill.

I could read you other reports and items
from the public press which go to show
that this opposition cornes frorn the great
land speculators. I myself was waited
upon by a gentleman, who, 1 thlnk, is the
largest land dealer lu Winnipeg, and he
asked me to give my opposition to these
Bills. Ho said : With aIl our thousands
and teus of thousauds of acres of land, If
the Dominion governrnent le going to throw
open the odd-numbered sections t0 enable
men to get thelr quarter-section by mens
0f pre-emption, it would ruin our mnarket. 1
rernember bis saying to me : If the gev-
erunent mnust give the settler anotier 160
acres, don't talle about $3 an acre;, we
want $15 an acre for our land, and when
you talk about $3 au acre it makes people
say our price Is ridiculous. I could* cite
rny cases of men ideutified with the land
interest in the west, iaviug taken a similar
view tO that of rny hou. friend from Bran-
don, that the pre-emption feature should
not be carried out, but that the land should
bo kept ouly for tbe individual bornesteader.
There Is this also to be rernembered that
previously when homesteaders weut into
tint country they bad tbe priviiege of pur-
chnsing anotier quarter-section lu addition
te their homestead from the railway com-
pauy or the Hudson Bay Cornpany. That
privîlege Is now gene. The railway lands
are uearly ahi sold, the Hudson Bay lands
are virtually ail sold, se I have no hesitation
Iu saying, speaking ouly for rnyself, that
for these rensous, the hon. member for
Brandon (Mr. Sifton) to the contrary not-
withstaudiug, tic pre-emption clause should
stand.

Mr. SPROULE. That is the pre-emption
clause of $3 an acre?

Mr. KNOWLEGS. Yes, with -settlernent
duties la connection. I ar n favour of that
and wisi t0 be judged accordingiy. In the
administration of lande ln fhe Northwest
the goveruent, I fhink, should not be f00
afraid of exercising generosity to the set-
tiers. It is a matter of pride to me person-
ally, wlthout wishiug to bring politics Into,
thîs discussion tint thus governent bas
neyer given away an acre of land f0 a rail-
way cornpany, or any other company ex-
cept lu the case of tint bargain, whici in
rny opinion was a good bargain, with the
Saskatchewan Valley Land Comnpany, under
which that company undertook to set fie
lands that before that fime had been barren.
Âpart from that they have sohd no land to
any land company or for that matter have
sold no land at aIl.

Mr. SPROULE. What about the land tiey
gave te rauching companies at a dollar an
acre, one-fifti of ail tbeir holdings ?

Mr. KNOWLES. My hou. frieud Is mis-
taken. No land was esold to a rauching
cornpany at $1 an acre.
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