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ha has laboured this point mnore than any
other, that bis reason for opposing this Bill
is tha injustice that migbt ba dione ta sanie-
body aise, some other corporation, some lina
elevator. As I understand-and I want ta
ha set aright il I arn wrang, for I may have
misunclerstood exactly the situation-last year
by legielation wa took frorn the farmer, the
privilege, wbich ha had possessed for many
years-of designating thbe ekv'ator to whicb
bis grain could go. Did we nlot do that 'last
year?

Hon. Mr. CALDER: I will not admit
that. This is the contention of the pool.

Han. Mr. SCHAFFNER: The farmers had
that privilaga?

Hon. Mr. CALDJER: No. The farmers
ciaimed that under thJa law that existed be-
fore 1925, Vhay bad the right ta ship their
grain ta any terminal alevator. (Last Session
a law was pa.ssed, the wording of whicb un-
doubtedly took away from tb-em that right,
if it existed. The grain trade dlaim that ne
such rigbt ever existed. I have said a dozen
tîmes ta this House that nobody bas ever
satisfied me that 'legally the rigbt did axist.
If I oould ba satisfied that the right did
exist, my wboie case would. fall Vo the ground,
and I would vote for the measure-.

Hon. 'Mr. SCHAFFNER.: Wby did they
have this law passd list Session?

Hon. Mr. CALDER: For a very good
reasopn. My honourable friend is iasing sigbt
of ana af the main faots in the wbole situa-
tion. Up Vo two years ago, or Vbree yelars at
the outsida, there was na reason wby the
farmers in Western Canada should ask for
this mneasure, for they had no terminaIs: Vhey
were not interested: tbe pool did not exiat.
The paool cama inta existence in Alberta in
1923, and in M'aniitoba and Saskatchewan in
1924 and 1925, and when they got into the
business-or inta tbe game, if you wifl-itbey
saw that profits were ta 'be made out of
terminais, and that if Vbey could arrange a
law that would, compel a flow Vbroug'h their
terminal of 'more grain than they coulld gathar
at their own local elevators, Vbey would ha
in a position ta maka huge profits. Tbey se
that opportu'nity, and now they corne along
and assert that they had tihat right umder tihe
aid law; that it was tiaken from theim .'in
1925; and naw they a&, that that, rigbt wbieh
thay elaiim but wehich 1 dispute, hudh
returned ta themn..

,Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: But w'hy wes
Vhiat 1îaw pssed'last yesz?

Hon. Mr'. CALDER: I understand froni
what, the Commissiomers said yeste'rduy that
it was passed because Vancouver came into
existence as a pIain1 shipping point, and 1there
was some question es ta whether, usider the
law as it exiisted, the farmer had a rigiht to
se'nKd bis grain to Vancouver in.stead of ta
Fort William. That is the evidenûe of the
CommiWsOners when Vhey .were cal'led here
the last time, and it has nlot been -disputed.
Com~missioner Snow made. a statement to thst
effeet to oui' Committee-that the cmly objet
in 'having the law of 1925 was ta give the
farmer the unjdoubied rigbt to have ii grain
shi'pped either to Vaincouveir or Fort William.
I say that ent'irelly new conditions have been
establïshed during the ist few years by the
ereaon. of Va'ncoiuver as a terminal point,
and.on aceount of the spr'inging inta existience
of the pool having the ownership of terminals.

I hava not ex~presse~d an opinion os to whalt,
'n my judgmnent, sbould hbe done witih this
Bill. Frankly, 1 do not 'like ta see à1t killed.
I Vhink there shoulld be some way out; and
1 tbink the tume we ga'ined by çnot Tneétlng
last ndght bas heen wel1 spent, because 1 be-
lieve tihat both sies have been very busy
since tien in trying ta ascertain whether ore
net they can arrive ait an amicable eondlusion
as ta what ils to be done. I trust that il we
have to ait for anotber two or three d1ays
some solution wilil be found along that bine.

However, tihat may net be accomplie I
do not knaw; R 'have no authority ta
say anaWthing in regard ta that; I do
net know what, is happening, neyer 'baving
been consulted. Bu~t if some settlement of
that kind cannot be made, it seeme ,ta me
thàt one of two coursffs je open ta this House.
First, we -muet @ive ta the organized, fai'mers
the undoubted, absolute right ta acquire
elev'aters, either by building, by purchase, by
lease, or anmy otîher means, at any one of those
800 odd points where they are nlot represented.
Even if they do net wish ta inveet new
capital, and do not care to duplicàte existiiag
faciitiee, let us glive them that right anyway.

If that cannait be agreed on, we must go
back ta the oid iaw, as it was befora 1925.
If the farmers are right in their attitude and
they sa dlaim. strongly, and my friend from
Moose Jaw (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) claimed it
with ail 'bis ability yesterday-and if thay bad
týhat rigbt bef are '1925, let uis go back ta the aId
law; let us: abandon this Bill; let us strike
out the provisions w6' put tbrough. Parliament
iast year, and let us re-enaêt the statute as
it existed in 1924, and place bath tbese parties
Vo the dispute7 exactiy whbre tbey were befare
the dispute arase.


