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to the pool men in reference to an elevator
that would seli, perhaps, for a couple of
thousand dollars, and they ask $8,000 or
$10.000 for it, th-ey will flot be able to sell
it, and the re-sult would be that a pool-owned
elevator will be put up.

1 bave a great deal more that I would
like to say on this subjeet, but I will flot
take up any more time. I trust t1hat the
House will give fair, square play to the
farmers, and I repeat that thjs Bill would
be doing no injustice te the grain men. Let
the parties corne to an agreement between
t'hemselves, without leégisiation of any kind
further than giving 'back to the farmer the
right that we took away from him last year.

lion. Mr. BEIQUE: Honourable gentle-
men, a gon-d deal of time was wasted, in my
estimation, on aide issues and on things wbieh
were flot disputed when this Bill ivas 'before
the Cornritltee, and I regret that we are doing
something of the sarne kind here, to a certa.in
extent. For the la.st 25 years we h-ave ibeen
called ipon in this Parliarnent to ýpass legisia-
tien concerning f-armers and the bandling of
grain. As far as 1 arn concerrned. I have
abst-ained as rnuch as possible from tik-ing
any lea-ding part, first, because 1 think thiese
matters principally concerfi the western menm-
bers. who know the conditions in the W/est,
and a3so beoause for several years I have been
on the Board of the Canadian Pacifie Rail-
way, and 1 feared that my intervention rn'ýght
be interpreted as 'being the e.mpressin oFf the
views of that Comnpany, a conclusion which
I desired to 'avoid. This evening also I u-ouilid
have preferred to follow the sairne course. but
wben a matter cornes to, a point where it is
shocking rny nwn conscience, I cannot allow
any such consideration to prevenýt me frorn
cxpressing xny mind very freely.

The question, I tbink, is very s:mple. We
bave the capitalists who have biiilt vp a large
numnber of elevators, both eoountýry and
terminal levators. The two clîisees have been
built as a unit, so to speak &s the rnattcî
was very well expressed by the honourable
member froin Saltcnats (Heiu. Mr. Calder)
yesterd-Ly it was necessarv in the interests oif
both th.ý farmers and the elevator 'people to
haýpn the cn.un-try e'evators. whicb are the
feeders, and the terminal elevators, which are
the receivers of the grain ready for sh%,p-
ment. The peopile who 'have invested the very
large (arount of money that bas b.-en
mentioned have done an on the stren-th of
the Grain Act of 1912. Under that Act their
prolperty was 'made a public u'tility. the ýGov-
ernmîent assurned control of it by means of
the Grain Board, and these eievator compa-
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nies had te, submit te tihe requirernents of the
law 'and aeept whatever rulings were enacted
by the Board. That was done in the puiblc
intere.9t. That a very large amounit of money
was inveated is not denied; it is adrnitted by
everylbody. It ils said 'that the inve9tmnent bas
been a paying one; that the money originaiy
invested bas been recou'ped. I would be
ready to admit That it bas been reco.uped
twîice over, 'if you like; 'but I take it for
granted t'hat in those companies, as in others.
the ýinterest is represented by stock whicb is
con.stantly changing hands. At present it
belongs te A, but to-noprrow it im.ay belong
to B. In the Cornmittee we biad eviden-ce to
the effeet 'that wi'thin the last two or three
years a large arnounit of stock bas been sold
in England and in the United States, and iýt
bias been sold beca-use the inve.stment was
consi'dered a safe and profitable one, the eleva-
tors forming 'a, complete chain and being a
public uitility under the control of the Grain
A-et of 1912. Investors relied L4pon being
protected by the provisions of tbat Act. Tbey
mnust have takcn tbat protection for granted.
At any raýte. 'they bad the riight f0 do an.
I would point niut and emphiasize the fact that
this is verv different frorn the ordinary case.
A manufacturer inve-ta bis money in the
manufacture of a certain produet. A.ltbougb
be niay be protected by the tariff to-day, it
rnay change 'to-mor-row. Tariff cbanges are
takinz place alI the time. Even in that case,
as reasonabic business men do we not consider
t'hat the investor is entitled to a certain

stb'tIs he ot entitled to ex'pet th'at no
ridical changýe will be made and that his
investment will be treated fairl v? If that is
so in the ordinary case. I submit iýt is aIl the
more desirabUe when we are deal-ing with a
public utility.

Now, wbat bave we before us? We have
two parties wbo are at loggerbeads. Tbey
are divided on one point, but satîsfied on the
other; thi-v disagree cntirely as to the effeet
of th(, law cf 1912, but eacb party is satisfled
ihiat the law was in its favour. Wnuld not the
best course be to take thern at their word?
Let us say to tbem: "You botb assert tbat you
had protection under the Grain Act of 1912.
One ---de contends that its rights have been
interfered witb by the Act passed last year.
The other party denies that that Act in-
terfered wvith any rights. Gentlemen, we will
re..tore the condition existing, under the Act of
1912, and ynu will then bave no reason to
coimpiain." If we do that. those wbo have
purchased stock in those companies will bave
no griex once. On the other band, if we
disturb the Act cf last vear without restnr-


