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took two-thirds of tbe sales and appropriated
them against that. WTbat is the warrant for
that course? Remember the guaranýtee of this
country was a guarantee only against ultimata
liability. What right had ha ta do that?
What rigbt bas anybody tu do it? This
country hiad given this guarantee; it ivas out-
standing, there it was, against ultimata loss-
a guarantee against ultimate loss which could
be ascertained only upan a liquidation of the
security. Suppose an individual in this bouse
gave a guarantce in tbose terms, wbat would
hie say ta the bank? "Realize. You must
realize before yau cao corne ta me. I gave
my guarantee against ultimate loss.' Then
there must be the realizatian ai tbe security,
nat an a price fixed of 84 cents when it is stili
on a market of rising prices gaing up ta 88
cents or 90 cents, wbicb would have shown
eitber no loss or a practically insignificant
]ass. But in spite ai this rising market,
Murray wants to take that property aver by
3trang arm mathads, and we know tbe methocis
lie used for the purpose of gectting it, whcen
an the Monday he commenced] aperations the
price wvas rising ta 88 cents ami bail gone ta
90 cents.

I savy that thie introduiction of thiis item
estnmte is worse than trimrning; it is an
effort on the part af Murray ta niake it appear
tliat thie lses of the producers werc great
and tlîat bis are nat-nothing shart af that.
Go and tell the pool in western Canada that
for the purpase of accomplishing tlîis end,
that is what wvas done: The price an December
2 w-vas 848' cents; an the succeeding "Manday
it was 88 cents, but the parliament ai Canada,
is asked ta pass an appropriation of $15,000000
far a loss wbicba would nat bave been a loss
if the price had been a littie over 90 cents-
and it went ta 90 cents. It sounids goad. It
it palitical prapaganda. That is what I mean
by "trimming" this account. It is an effort
by Murray ta repeat tbe same old story, and
hiad it ont been that tbe wbeat was put up
by direction of the gaveroment ta be sold in
the markets ai the world regardless af wbat it
hiad cost, this wau]d not have bappened, as
wvas pointed out by dealers at Rotterdam and
otber markets of the world. Not in my time
in parliament have I known a parliament tbat
would lend itself ta a transaction wbicb
permitted its servant ta take possession af
wbheat by force, by tbe strong arm, and then
fix the price at 84j- cents, wben on tbe succeed-
ing Manday it had risen ta four cents better
than tbat; it did go ta over 90 cents, whicb,
on 200,000,000 bushels at 6 cents a busliel,
would bave reduced the loss by $12,000,000
and lef t it at the small amaunt oi $3,000,000.

Mr. C-RERAR: Reduced tbe loss where?
[.\Ir. Bennett.]

Mr. BENNETT: Reduced the loss just as
it has been donc biere; reduced it on the
paper loss that is in this estimate. This
estimate would bave been $3,000,000, ot
$15.000,000.

Mr. CRERAR: Does my righit hon. iriend
cantend that in the final analysis the loss ta
the gavernment would have been less?

Mr. BENNETT: If the produet had been
sold for the price indicated. Tbat is the point
exactly. Here is Murray getting hold ai this;
hie says the price is 84: cents; and, because
that represents a lo,-s oi S1500000, hoe wants
the Dominion of Canada ta pay that loss,
althaugli at one time there was a profit ai
$39,000,000. But the wheat is flot yot sl;
until thora is a realizatian of the security
thora is no ultimata loss, and thort, he;ng no
ultimate loss there is no liability. L'ntil such
time as that liahilitv lias heen determined hy
the s~ale ai the securitv there i, no knawledge
ai what it wviIl be. Yet the gavornmcnt ai the
day is lending itscli-and I use the word
advisedly-to the scheme of Murray ta ouale
a loss ai $15,000,000 based an the figure of
,S4ý' cents, wlhen a few days later the figure
was 88a- cents and later 90 cents.

Mr. DUNNINGT: And later stili?

Mr. ROSS8 (Moose Jaw) :Later stili, 70
cents.

Mr. MeLEAN (Meliort): And beforo it
was a dollar a bushel.

Mr. BENNETT: That illustrates better
than any words I eau use just wbat I bave
beenm trying ta say ta this cammittea, that
ta determine a los-, hifore there bias been
liquidation is a violation ai any known rule
ai canduet that governs in privato enterprise,
and I cannat see wby it should ba departed
froa in a gaveroment. There is no sucb
thing as a determination ai a loss until there
bias been a liquidation, and the security, in
the case ai a private individual, would ai
course bave ta be realized upan before the
lass was dotermioed. And yet wo find the
government dning this, for what purpase?
What purpose is served by it? Fixing the loss
upon an anticipated prico, and tbe minister
saying it is gaing ta be larger stili, wben tbere
bas been no liquidation af the security. Go
and tell the business mon ai this country
that you put an estimate tbrougb parliament
ta try ta show that the late gavernment, or
thosa wbo operated on its bebalf, bad in-
curred a loss ai 815,000,000 because tbey took
the grain ovar at these figures, and ask tbem
what they tbink about the item as dealing
with a transaction in wbicb ordinary business


