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We are in a situation, Mr. Speaker, as we discuss bog
stabilization, witb tbe Minister saying we need this Bill rigbt
away in order to belp tbe agricultural industry out of a
difficult position. 0f course, in my own riding tbat is very
mucb the case. We are in a very difficult position. On the
otber hand, a large number of tbe people in my own constit-
uency are hog producers who need tbese measures, yet we bave
no assurance that they will be helped in any way, sbape or
form. So we wonder what the rush is to pass a Bill wbicb is not
going to be of assistance to a large number of tbose wbo need
tbe assistance.

Furtbermore, there are confusing interpretations about somte
of tbese situations at the present time. For instance, the
Minister of Agriculture was quoted in a London Free Press
article of June 17, 1985. The article describes bow subsidies
invite retaliation sucb as countervails, and so forth, from. other
countries. 1 would like to quote part of the last paragraph of
tbe article in tbe London Free Press. It states:

The best solution would be a stabilization plan administered by Governmest
but entircly financedl by farmera-

But if a plan is going to be funded only by the farmers, that
is no plan at ail. Our farmers need belp at this point. And if
the farmers wanted a plan of their own, it would be adminis-
tered by tbemselves. If you were one of those farmers, Mr.
Speaker-recognizing the neutrality of your position-would
you trust tbe Tories with your money? Obviously not, Mr.
Speaker. We can sec that you would not trust the Tories witb
your money.

Mr. foyer: Let the record sbow the Speaker nodded.

Mr. Boudria: 0f course, neither would the farmers. Like
yourself, Mr. Speaker, they would be very reluctant to get into
that kind of proposition.

My distinguisbed colleague, tbe Hon. Member for Papineau
(Mr. Quellet), referred to tbe Agenda for Economic Renewal
proposed by tbe Government last fail. He explained very well
some very important questions bie wanted answered. I invite
tbe Minister to take note of tbose questions, as I arn sure bie
did.

Tbe Government seems to be of the view that tripartite is
tbe way of tbe future in providing assistance to agriculture. In
its Agenda for Economic Renewal the Government states in
part:

The federal Gavernment must examine its involvement in the sectar ta essure
that it is directed at maintaining a strong, efficient, and campetitive Canadias
agricultural sectar, and that it recagnizes its special challenges.

It states furtber on, and I quote:
The ncw tripartite appraach ta red meat stabilizatian may be a good example

of how bath levels of Gavernment and the producers themselves can co-aperate
ta develap impravements aver former arrangements.

What does tbat mean, Mr. Speaker? Does it mean, for
instance, tbat tbere would be tripartite in the dairy industry in
the future? 1 ask you, Mr. Speaker, does it mean tbat? 0f
course, in that case tbe Canadian farmers would be worried
that the Government would witbdraw from its present
responsibilities.
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Obviously, Canadian farmers are upset. Tbey are in a
difficuit situation. They have been promised a lot by the
present Government and have received very littie. Just to
outline to you, Mr. Speaker, the frustration of the Canadian
farmers at the present time, 1 would like to read a resolution
passed by the Glengarry, Prescott and Russell Federations of
Agriculture. It states, and I quote:

Whereas Mr. Briari Mulroney during the last election campaign made a
written promise ta provide agriculture with long-term inancing at stable and
affordable rates and

Whereas farm financing was flot addressed in the recent budget,
Therefore we, the members of the Glengarry, Prescott and Russell Federations

of Agriculture jointly demand that the Prime Minister of Canada fulfil bis
campaign promises and be it further resolved that we demand that the cuts of
$60 million ini the Agriculture programns announced November 8, 1984 and the
proposed $50 million cut in the May 23 Budget be cancelled and that full
funding bc immediately restored to the Agriculture Department.

I bring this to your attention, Mr. Speaker, so that you will
understand, as 1 arn sure you do, the difficulty facing the
agricultural industry of our country.

Tbe Bill before us bas generated quite a bit of controversy.
We know that some Conservative Members from Quebec, and
other areas wbere the cost of production in certain commodi-
tics is bigber than in otber regions, want to have provincial
programs wbicb will bring those producers into a more advan-
tageous position. That, of course, is very important to the
farmers of those regions.

As I said the other day, the farmers of tbe regions 1
represent are located rigbt near the City of Montreal in
eastern Ontario. They compete against the Quebec farmers.
They receive littie or no programs in Ontario wbich could belp
them because the previous Conservative Government of
Ontario did notbing for the farmers. So tbey are selling on the
Quebec market in competition with the Quebec farmer wbo
bas a larger provincial subsidy. The difficulty witb this, of
course, Mr. Speaker-and 1 arn sure you bave recognized it by
now-is tbat it leaves tbem a lot less profit.

At a time wben agriculture was somewbat more profit-
able-not that it was ever very profitable but it was more
profitable tban it is now-the farmers of my constituency stili
made money, even tbough otbers made more. Tbey managed
to make ends meet. But at a time wben the margin of profit
bas decreased, so mucb, or does not even exist, tbey are in a
losing proposition. Therefore, tbe farmers 1 represent in east-
cmn Ontario want a regional component, but "regional" not
necessarily meaning provincial. In other words, there should be
smaller regions within the provinces so that the farmers of my
riding, and others in similar circumstances, could be assisted.

The Minister bas brougbt forward an amendment. As far as
we are concerned, Mr. Speaker, it brings more confusion and
less clarity to a Bill wbicb is already controversial and difficuit
to understand. Let me read briefly, Mr. Speaker, Clause
8(3)(a) of the amendmrent. It states, and I quote:

0 (1940)

The Minister may enter inta an agreement with a province in respect of an
agricultural commodity only if hie is of the opinion that such an agreement
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