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* (4:50 p.m.)

Mr. J. H. Horner (Crowfoot): In rising to speak to the
amendment to the motion moved by the hon. member for
Skeena (Mr. Howard) I wish to state that I will support the
amendment and the motion to amend Bill C-244.

I might first of all agree with the hon. member for York
South (Mr. Lewis) who stated emphatically that it was his
impression there was an agreement between the minister
in charge of the Canadian Wheat Board and the agricul-
ture ministers of the three prairie provinces. It was obvi-
ously clear on October 1, because, as reported under the
heading "Business of the House" at page 8368 of Hansard,
the hon. member for Sudbury (Mr. Jerome) had this to
say:
Yesterday the government House leader announced that Monday's
business would be Bill C-244. I think everyone in this House knows
that discussions are taking place between the federal Minister of
Agriculture and the agriculture ministers o the western prov-
inces. I wish to report to the House-and I have so advised the
House leaders opposite-that these discussions may continue. In
that case, rather than call the agriculture bill on Monday we will
continue with the measure now before the House. The House
leader will endeavour to notify opposition House leaders as early
as possible on Monday.

This gives one some idea that there was an agreement.
It is regrettable that agreements mean nothing to the
federal government, that agreements mean nothing now
to federal ministers. I used to think this only applied to
the Minister of Agriculture (Mr. Olson) when he reneged
on the agreement he made with the cattle producers of
western Canada, but we now see the minister in charge of
the Wheat Board disregarding the agreement he made
with the three agriculture ministers of western Canada.

Mr. Lang: Nonsense.

Mr. Horner: This gives us some concept of the wording
of the present bill. Can the country go along placing faith
and trust in the word of a government one cannot really
trust very much? When that situation becomes an estab-
lished fact, it is wise for the government, I suppose, to call
an election so that the public can restate its confidence in
them or choose another government.

The formula presented to us takes 1970 as the base year,
as the year to which costs of production should be related.
In order to gauge that year as the foundation year for the
establishment of net farm income as a basis for a stabili-
zation program, one has to establish the net farm income
position. As the bill now stands, it is really an insurance
concerned with marketing the grain. It is not an insurance
of the farmers' ability to produce or sell. It is a guarantee
for a marketing system toward which farmers are asked
to contribute a 2 per cent levy. Has that system worked?
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