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Mr. Parsons’ Reply
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! ! it w behy that sl readers of
Grain Growers Guide » not a e 1N
! shortag 1 either sineerity or frank
neas. Fur ' ! rEAniLe farmers of
1 n\. ! L I na . WAYS e D oh
1 it If M Parsons in his official
\ i { president of the Canadian Manu
facturers’ Association s prefared to accept
his owy wsis of discussion great headway
' But n frankness we must

sny. and facts will bear us out, that the

Canadian Manufacturers Association has
’ | this j o 1 past. Our

- r ) iber the famous conier

' iw . hief officials « the CM.A

i Ca n Coun 4 Agriculture

2 ' ’ n nipeg in November
3L ' Parsons was not present at the

ting hut “ surely know of it. Any

res t 1 ting w agree that

1 X s rej sentat s were frank and
“ . l- v s ) "y\! } ' W v '3 ,.0 ‘)

’ In 2 re « ;V < 2 .‘ “ A} r n »
fr ] big differer f opimion and dif
feren ) policy between the organized
manufacturers and tl organized farmers
= on the protective tariff juestion
The organized farmers are right out
in the open They ecould not be any

1 the open and they could
not ANy ) frank and sincere in their
attitude They claim that the proteeti
t ""T}' s an unfair burden upon the pree
] of Car ia 1o the ress and decided

’ tage of 1 nufacturers. The Manu

\ss tion n the other hand
have never shown any disposition to discuss
t rits of the tariff with the farmers

It w not | med by any well-informed
student of Canadian affairs that the organ

3 i tur - f nada for the past

) } intained 1 hich tariff

re . th their | " and financial

f " In t olden s thet van t}
! s ‘‘red parlor stitution of Toronto
He t s ela b n w Are In A

sitior Know 1 manufactu ! met

! i k rn nt or leaders of the go
rr nt in secret., The manufacturers asked
for tariff increases and made their donations
to the poiitical eampaign fund of the party

’

Canada for the benefit of the
terests. Now, it is generally
accepted both among farmers,
and city dwdllers throughout

power in return. It was a erude and eold

looded method of taxing the people of

protected in
believed and
business men

Canada that

wa i . ' ¢ ght
i . s
A 'ars s refluses | -
Kl : ,l. . : :
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: 4 g yed 1 v ave beeon
get from governments, both Lihers
5 B a ’ . ' . _ al r
ted | ' at 2 e 30 vears It
. reasona : g 1 T that f
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lag n fact we ) & our hat o
reanized At acturers in admiration
| . s of their efforis Now. f Mr
reons ews are held by the Canadain
Manufacturers Association today the
vhole system is 10 be changed. The manu
furers ars ng out n 1t} open We
' Mr. Parsons s rreet and that he will

to lead the great organization of
‘ : : m president right out nte the
: nd bring it upon the platform of abso
sincerity and frankness
Lot us consider some of the points in Mr
Pareons tter in reply to our article
i We riainly consider the impression
1 Mr. Parsona’ speech was that the

far ra’ profits were greater Lthan the manu
facturers’ dging t} war. We are willing
to aceept the view that he now expresses. He

pima that the farmers’ profita for a series
! . ! Aver 1 at least as high a»
t) snufacturers No absolute figures are
avariable in this country to prove the truth

Figures and
s avarlable, however ndieate that Mr

therwine of this assertion

Parsons is wrong. If net, Mr. Parsons ought

splain why thousands and tens of thous

Is of farmers have left their farms in
Ontar snd the eastern provinees while
anufacturing has, at the same Lime, greatly
nereased in the same places. If the farmers

vere prospering, we assume they would have
arming. Now, these are the facts
and if they do not upset Mr. Parsons’ theory
ol lity of profits, then he should explain
sway these facts which eannot be disputed
2 -Mr. Parsons places the farmers’ com

f 1)

panies o ¢ West, and we believe with all
sineerity, in the same eategory with the big
manufacturing and commerecial institutions
of the East from the standpoint of profita
But there is & fundamental difference be
tween the two which the financial mind eannot
or will not see. The three farmers’ com
panies in the West have approximately
56,000 farmer shareholders. These share
holders market their grain through their

wn company and these companies have
made large profits. But these profits go baek

hareholders who produce the grain

on which the profit was made. Further
more, no farmer can hold more than #1200
in stock in any of the farmers’ companies,
vhile the average amount of stoek held by
ecach farmer shareholder is less than #1000
and each sharcholder has but one vote at
an annual meeting V'l',’urt‘i‘t a8 of the amount
f stock he holds. This abgolutely prevents
Ny ncentration or confrol of these

ompanies by any selfsecking group of
farmers

These farmers’ organizations are mutual
concernwfor the marketing of their own pro
duce. There is not a big manufacturing
company in Canada on the same bagis. The
most of them are controlled by a com.
paratively few men each, and the profits
given to a few men, many of whom have
become vastly wealthy. Now, if the profits
Of MERE 1)) DAOY turin rOInL ) .

paid back 1o men whoe buy their mann
tured goods on the same basis s in farm

" anies, thery would be very litle
plaint about the profits and there would

sheolutely no concentration of wealth
Mr. Varsons intimates that if the farmens’

mpanies wanted to they could water their
stock n sceount of their huge earming
power. He s no doubt right, but herein lies
another fundamental difference. The farm

rre companies are not sevking to take
advantage of the public by issuing watered
ot o b They are oul in the open”’ while
(] : .

d stock method of doing business
ned exelusively to the manufacturing
and commercial institutions. Furthermore,
th watered . stock method, which we think
Mr. Parsons will agree is highly immoral
s almost exclusively employed by manu
facturing coneerns who enjoy the benefits
{ the protective tariff. In facet. it s the
protective tariff which permits them to issue
watered stock
There in not very mueh difference be

tween Mr. Parsons and the organizsed farm.
ers on the taxation of extraordinary profits,
no matter whether these profitsa are made by
farmers or by manufacturers. Dut in ad
dition to this we balieve all profits must
be taxed before this war is paid for. It Je
true that such taxation will have to be levied
earefully and wisely and with the least in-
Jury to business and to agriculture

A <Mr. Parsons explanation of the GQer
man situation does not get away from the
fact that Germany at the present time is a
highly protected country. That protection
s largely afforded by the British navy and
the Allied artillery Germany ean neither
ship goods out nor bring them in. From the
protectionists’ viewpoint that is what makes
Uermany prosperous. If not, why not?

b= We are glad that Mr. Parsons absolves
the organized furmers from any sccusation
f “unworthy socialism We are glad to

™ nh

0

neeept his statement

! In regard to the tariff being s tabooed

question during war time, there is consider.
able mystery on this point. Whether the
['nion government was organized on any
special pledge to leave the tariff alone we
do not know, There has never been any
government announcement to that effeet.
The government is responsible to parlia-
ment and could hardly bind the members
of parliament. A number of western farm.
er candidates in a public statement before
the election agreed to forego the fulfilment
of the farmers’ platform on the tariff, pro-
vided adequate taxation methods were
adopted to bring into the publie treasury
the extra profits being earned by the pro-
tected interests on account of the tariff.
Further than this we know of no agreement
which places the tariff question on the
shelf. At any rate it will be a matter of
publie discussion and agitation in Western
Canada at least

Mr. Parsons we do not think is quite sin.
cere and frank where he points out that
tariff reduction will praetically ruin our
manufacturing industries, transportation
and banking institutions. He must either
mean that the manufacturers are not pre.
pared to consider any tariff reduction at all
or that there is absolutely no merit in the
elnims of the organized farmers. If he means
that the tariff must remain where it is, then
he claims that the farmers of Canada must
pay special taxes for the benefit of the manu-
facturers, banks and transportation ecom-
panies. It is idle to sttempt to frig the
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