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their produets pnies that would return them,
not merely eost of production and a fair
rumuneration, but a fairly high profit. That is
the only way that debts can bu paid, dubts
of the size of those accumulated during the
years of depression. IJnfortunately, just about
the time the government allowed pnies to rise
on agricultural products they also imposed
very heavy taxation, with the result that when
the farmens started to pay off or to try to pay
off those debts, they found that the debts had
increased by reason of the fact that they weru
called upon to pay income tax around thirty
or forty pur cent, and that made it that m-uch
more dificult for them to pay off the dubts
they had incurred. To a large extent those
dehts rupnesented unpaid expenditures and
therefore 1 thing the government would have
been justiflcd in uliminating ail taxation on the
rupayment cf those debts which had heen
incurred prier tu 1942 because, as I say, they to
a large extent representud unpaid expenditures
and we do not tax expenditures.

Then today, of course, farmers are having
difficulty in meeting their taxes and are being
handled in quite a rough manner by some of
the income tax inspectors. It is only natural
that they should bu feeling critical of the gov-
ernment. That is why today you hear the
commun expression, "I am not going to milk
cows for Iîsîey", or 'I am not going to slop
pigs for Mr. Ilsley". As 1 say, that is the
reýubt of the culmination of a numben of
things. It is not just because the farmers are
required to pay high taxes today. I think
they are fully justified in that attitude. I
am not saying thuy are justified in attacking
the former Minister of Finance, but I say
they are justified in criticizing the past poli-
cies of the government in regard to agriculture.

Our main opposition to many of the present
contruls is that, by their vury nature, they
becomu self-perpetuating. We are tuld that
they are required in order to deal with condi-
tions rusubting uut of the war; that is, to a
large extent to deal with shortages of con-
sumer goods. But, unfortunately, many of
these controls hebp to restrict production and
thereby delay the day whien they wibl nu
longer bu needed. We bulieve that it would
he advisablu to remove alb controls which have
any tendency whatsoever to restriet produc-
tion and which result in a ruduction of goods
for distribution in Canada becausu of higher
pnies in the export market.

We henr a great deab today about the
need for keeping pnies of gouds down. I
woubd say to the minister that it is of very
little hielp to an individual to keep the price
of an article down if. as a resubt of that action,
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you make it impossible for the individual to
buy the article. So I would say that there
can be no compensation for a loss in pro-
duction. A loss in current production is a
total loss; and, rio matter how much you may
increase your production in the future, you
can neyer make up for a boss of production
today. If prices are being hebd down at the
cost of production. then I wo-uld say that the
cost is too great. I think you need only go to
an auction sale today to sec the truth of that
statement. What do you find when you go to
an auction sale? Are people refusing to, buy
goods at the sale because the pnie is too
high? No. They will bid against uach other,
and they will buy at a higher price than that
paid for the article when it was new. That is
the condition to be found at farm sales. You
will find that a farmer will pay more for a
second-hand piece of machinery than that
piece of machinei'y will cost on the market
new, for the simple reason that he is so
greatly in need of that machine that bu is
willing to pay whatevur price is nucessary in
order to get it. That is why I say that the
government is not justified in keeping prices
down on any article if, as a result of that
action, it curtails the production of it.

During the war, emergency powurs were
necussary; and I think the government will
agree that the peuple of this country con-
scientiously supported the controls passed
under those powers. They did so because they
recogýnized that thosu controls weru essential
for a maximum war effort. But when hon.
members go on to say that, just because we
had controls in war, we should have similar
controls in peace, then I disagrue; because
the situation is entirely different in peace time.
In war time. somewhere in the neighbourhood
of fifty per cent of the production had to be
drained away from thu channels of consump-
tien and usud for war purposus, with the
result that there wvas tremendous pressure
on prices. Today the situation is entirely
diffurent. Today we should be encouraging
maximum production in order to give the
Canadian peuple thu highest standard of liv-
ing that the country can supply, not for the
purpose of maintaining a maximum war effort.

To my mind, the peuple of this country are
nut willing to barter their freedom for a mess

of puttage, or for so-called security.

In the past the peuple b~ave always beun
wi]ling to defend their freedom, no0 matter
what the cost might bu. I recaîl that Hitler

prumise(l the world une thousand years of
peacu, but wu preferred to go to war rather
thon bu made the slaves of nazism. The peuple
of this country have no love for regimuntation.


