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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

FRripAy, June 17, 1966.
(22)

The Standing Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Development
met this day at 9:48 o’clock a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Whelan, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Asselin (Richmond-Wolfe), Choquette, Cler-
mont, Comtois, Crossman, Danforth, Ethier, Gauthier, Gendron, Godin, Hopkins,
Horner (Acadia), Jorgenson, Lefebvre, Madill, Matte, Moore (Wetaskiwin),
Neveu, Peters, Pugh, Rapp, Schreyer, Tucker, Watson (Chdteauguay- Hunting-
don-Laprairie), Whelan—(25).

In attendance: From the Department of Agriculture: The Hon. J. J. Greene,
Minister of Agriculture, and Messrs. S. B. Williams, Assistant Deputy Minister;
C. R. Phillips, Director General, Production and Marketing Branch; J. S. Parker,

Director General, Departmental Administration; W. R. Bird, Director, Crop
Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of the estimates of the Department
of Agriculture for the fiscal year 1966-67, on Item I.

The Chairman introduced the Hon. J. J. Greene, Minister of Agriculture,
who made a statement and was questioned by the Committee.

The Chairman thanked the Minister for his attendance and at 11:04 o’clock
a.m. adjourned the meeting to Tuesday, June 21, 1966, at 9:30 o’clock a.m.

Michael B. Kirby,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

FRriDpAY, June 17, 1966.
e (9.43 am.)

The CHAIRMAN: I think we will start. We have the minister with us this
morning and I think you are all aware that we had promised him the right to
come back with a follow up statement on policy, I believe it is. So without any

further statement from me, we will hear from the minister, the Honourable Mr.
Greene.

The Honourable J. J. GREENE (Minister of Agriculture): Mr. Chairman and
gentlemen, as you will recall, after my opening statement the members of the
Committee went into the general problems of agriculture, as relative to my
opening statement, and I was to make a summing up statement after everyone
had had their say. There has been some delay in that I have not been able to get
here until today, so this statement is a general summing up of the points that
were raised by the various members. I will attempt, as best I can, to answer
some of the comments and queries that were posed.

Now, I am most appreciative of the very helpful comments that have been
made by members of the Committee in discussing the general aspects of
agricultural policy. I would, however, like to comment briefly on certain of

these observations in order to explain in somewhat more detail certain aspects
of the problems that were raised.

The question of goals or over-all agricultural policy has been approached
by different members in somewhat different manner. It has been indicated that
in my statement I was not forthcoming and had not indicated in detail,
government objectives for agriculture and agricultural production. Coupled
with this, there have been statements in respect of the rising labour problem.

It did seem to me that in a statement of this nature the most useful thing
for me to do is to indicate in a practical, down to earth dollars and cents way,
what type of returns we hope to achieve for farmers. These were returns
equivalent, at least, to those enjoyed by workers in other fields. I am sure
members will appreciate that how this goal is reached, what actions may be
taken, what policy may be implemented will vary from time to time. But surely
the important thing is that the objective of a fair and equitable return for
labour and investment of the farmer is not lost sight of. In this over-all goal
many subsidiary matters dealt with are included. Members have commented on
labour and rising labour costs. Surely the practical way and, in fact, perhaps the
only way of solving labour problems is to improve the farmer’s economic
position so that he may be fully competitive in the labour market. The same
thing is true with regard to costs whether these by the inputs associated with
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his day to day operations, such as farm machinery, or whether these be more
basic items of capitalization, such as land and building costs.

The supposed partition of the responsibilities of the Department of
Agriculture has been commented upon, the example used being that of the
Minister of Trade and Commerce reporting to the House of Commons on
Canada’s participation in the International Wheat Agreement. I, for one, am a
little at a loss to understand the concern expressed at this. Surely the Minister
of Trade and Commerce, with responsibility for international trade and interna-
tional trade negotiations, is the right person to report on matters affecting our
international position.

Specific information was requested in respect of crop insurance and federal-
provincial assistance to British Columbia fruit producers. The question was
raised as to whether research work was being done on the feasibility of the
extension of crop insurance to the fruit industry in that province. In clarifica-
tion, I may say that while under the Crop Insurance Program it is the
responsibility of the province to develop programs and to submit these to the
federal government for approval, representatives of both governments have
been working together in the preparation of preliminary data. I am confident
that a program can be developed that will prove most useful to the fruit
growers of that province.

In this connection it should be noted that a federal-provincial meeting was
recently held in Ottawa at which all provinces were represented. At this
meeting the entire question of crop insurance across Canada was thoroughly
discussed and the views of all provinces were made known to the departmental
officials here in Ottawa.

Insofar as concerns the assistance to producers in British Columbia who
suffered losses due to adverse weather conditions, the federal government is
providing 50 per cent of the funds necessary for the program. The program is
based upon mutually agreed upon principles but the administration of the
program and the administrative details are being handled by the province. It is
my understanding that the payments are being made in orderly fashion.

Several members have raised the question of the impact of the dairy policy
for the current year on the cream producers and on the small creameries. In
developing the program it was considered that the most equitable approach
would be to provide exactly the same level of assistance to producers of dairy
products across Canada irrespective of the method whereby they marketed their
products. Thus, cream shippers, manufacturing milk shippers and fluid milk
shippers insofar as their production in excess of 120 per cent of fluid require-
ments is concerned, will receive the same payment, namely 85¢ per cwt of 3.5
per cent milk, less the 10 per cent per cwt holdback which will be used to
provide a fund to assist in the export of dairy products.

It has been indicated that this places the cream producer in a relatively
unfavourable position. Nevertheless, the estimated increase in the total cash
returns of cream shippers and the shippers of manufactured milk for the
current year as compared with 1965-66, is identical, namely, an increase in their
income of slightly over 14 per cent.
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In common with other dairy countries of the world, there has been a switch
from the shipping of cream to the shipping of manufacturing milk. This has
been continuing over the years but has, perhaps, been accelerated by the
increased world prices in recent years for the solids not fat portion of the milk.
For example, in Canada in 1957, 75 per cent of all butter was made from
shipped cream. By 1965 this had dropped to 53 per cent.

Another general area that has been commented upon by honourable
members has been that of crop insurance, P.F.A.A. and other related matters.
The opinion has been expressed that there could be a possible conflict between
P.F.A.A. and certain other departmental programs such as crop insurance. It is
quite rightly pointed out that once a producer took out a policy under crop
insurance, he no longer was obligated to make a contribution to P.F.A.A. and it
should be added he is no longer eligible for benefits under P.F.A.A.

Concern was possibly expressed as to impact of crop insurance on P.F.A.A.
as a continuing program. It does seem to me that these programs serve two
separate and very distinctive purposes. The P.F.A.A. program per se is essential-
ly a relief program although, over the years, somewhat under 50 per cent of the
total funds paid out under this program have been contributed by the farmers
themselves and the other 50 per cent by the federal government. It is of interest
to note, however, that since the time the present rates for payment were
established, the average payment per farmer has been $303 and yet the
maximum payable is $800. In contradiction, the average amount of coverage

provided in 1965 under crop insurance programs was slightly over $2,000 per
policy holder.

 Reference was also made to the possible need for the development of a
disaster fund to cover farmers’ losses other than those associated with crop
losses. In this connection it might be noted that certain provinces have funds of

this nature and, in addition, protection against losses of many types is available
through normal commercial channels.

Another question was raised with reference to the assessment of modern
feed lots. The Department of Agriculture is very interested in improving the
design of farm buildings and for some years has been supporting a Canadian
Farm Buildings Plan Service in co-operation with the provinces. A special effort
was made in 1965 to gather information on totally enclosed feedlots and barns
with slatted roofs in order to help interested producers with the design of such
structures. The department is not conducting commercial scale studies at
presgnt with totally enclosed beef cattle feedlots. However, the new beef cattle
feeding barn, presently nearing completion at the Experimental Farm at
Brandon, is totally enclosed and insulated and has slatted floors and liquid
manure tanks. Two cattle barns under planning for the Animal Research
Institute at Ottawa also will include these features. From these developments

we expect to get useful information on confinement feeding or fattening cattle
and on the value of slatted floors.

The University of Saskatchewan is also reported to be planning a totally
enclosed confinement type of commercial feedlot, equiped with slatted floors.
Consequently, we should soon have the necessary research facilities in Canada to
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assess the advantages of these new feeding methods under Canadian conditions.
Feeding barns of this type are already in use by producers in southwestern
Ontario. Much useful observational information can be obtained from these
enterprises and we will keep closely in touch with them for this purpose.
However, the gathering of precise research data is usually more readily and
more accurately accomplished at the universities or at our own research stations
than at privately operated farms.

The question of adequacy of current facilities for the teaching of veterinary
science has been raised. Members will be aware that the government has
announced a policy of assistance toward the construction of the new veterinary
college on the Campus of the University of Saskatchewan. It is my understand-
ing that the projected facilities of this campus, coupled with those of the
University of Guelph and the University of Montreal’s Veterinary School at St.
Hyacinthe, will do much to solve the problem of the supply of professional
veterinarians in Canada. In this regard, I think it will have been noted that the
contribution to the western veterinary college has recently been increased by
some maximum of $1 million by the federal government.

These are the general remarks, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that I wish to
make in regard to some of the questions that were asked. I hope some of the
answers have been useful and if I or my officials can be of any further
assistance with respect to their relative areas of responsibility, I would be most
happy to try and answer any questions.

The CHAIRMAN: Possibly some members have questions they have intimated
already, Mr. Greene.

Mr. Rapp: Mr. Chairman, the minister made reference to the agricultural
industry and also to labour. Our agricultural industry, particularly, in the west,
is a heavily mechanized industry and it also should be treated as such. It should
also have the attention of the department, particularly as far as farm labour is
concerned and farm labour should be brought into Unemployment Insurance
and the labour should also be in a position to avail themselves of training, the
same as the industrial worker, in our technical and vocational schools. A man
who may be employed by a farmer to operate a $10,000 to $12,000 combine or a
$12,000 tractor must know how to operate these and I have stressed that point
before. I think the farm labourer must be given the same opportunity as the
industrial worker to avail himself of training. This would put the farm worker
on the same basis. I think the minister should give consideration to this. i

It is no longer the farm industry that we knew 20 years ago when the
farmer would hire a man and in a few days he could show him how to work a
small tractor or horses and so on. I would like to stress the point that the farm
labour or the farm industry must be treated on the same basis as any other
industrial worker in any other industry in our country.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman and Mr. Rapp, Unemployment Insurance has
certainly been discussed and talked about for some years and I can tell you that
it is under current discussion. The problem has always been whether or not to
make it blanket and complusory that all farm labour everywhere is covered. I
noted, from reading the Committee reports, and having heard representations

(
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from members in the House and privately, that most of the members would
seem to favour the approach of total coverage of all farm labour everywhere
under Unemployment Insurance. And yet in my travels across the country and
in asking different working farmers and farmers’ groups this, I think there are
problems involved.

e (10.00 am.)

There are many areas of agriculture that do not want unemployment
insurance. We should be ready to accept that we will not be beloved by all if we
bring in unemployment insurance across the entire industry. For instance, some
dairy people have told me this; I might analogize what I am trying to say here.
They say, “well, why should we, both the owner and the worker, be forced to
contribute to unemployment insurance because the skilled dairy worker today is
never out of work. There is always work; he can quit today at my place and go
and work 100 yards up the road, they would grab him in a minute. So why
should we contribute unemployment insurance when we do not need it;

unemployment insurance is for those who may be out of work.” Some dairy
people have told me this.

Now, I am not wise enough to assess whether the entire majority would
prefer it. The dairy industry is one area; in other segments of the agricultural
community I have found there are some, at least, who do not want unemploy~
ment insurance. They say their area of farm labour will never be unemployed;
it would just be an added cost; more forms to fill out. As one gentleman put it
to me: “The government is sticking its nose into my business to an even further

degree than it has already and it is in it too far already.” I think we must
appreciate—

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): Do you really think that the government is sticking
its nose in too far already?

Mr. GREENE: This is a comment.
Mr. HORNER (Acadia): Can I accept that statement of yours?

Mr. GReeNE: This is a quote. You were not listening as attentively as you
usually listen.

Mr. HorRNER (Acadia): I was listening, Mr. Greene, and I just wanted to
know whether you really meant that and whether I could accept it as such.

Mr. GREENE: This is a quote of what a farmer told to me on why he did not
wish unemployment insurance because he felt that the governments, federal,
provincial and municipal, already were too deeply involved in everyone’s
business and this would be a further encroachment. I just point this out to say
that I do not think all farmers are clamouring for unemployment insurance.
There is a difference of opinion and all I can say is that it is the government’s
problem to decide which is the more widely desired view by the agricultural
community.

Mr. JORGENSON: He must realize now that he is contradicting himself.

- The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Rapp has the floor, Mr. Jorgenson. I would like him to
nish.
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Mr. Rapp: What about the other point I brought up concerning the young
people who want to learn farm work and who cannot avail themselves of
technical training? By technical training I mean in particular that related to
labourers or workers in the west where the agricultural industry is very heavily
mechanized. Could training for these workers not be applied in the same way as
for industrial workers so that they can then avail themselves of instruction?

Mr. GReeNE: I think that is a excellent point and one that is well taken,
particularly in the context that you put it, that the situation has changed so
much during the last 20 years.

I might point out here, first of all that we in this country are always faced
with the fact that education is a provincial responsibility and one that is very
jealously guarded and the federal government has to be rather careful in
embarking on any measures which involve education. I think in the vocational
training schools, for instance, most of them have agricultural segments. Even in
my part of the country I know they have, so that aspect of it is probably
covered under the vocational training schools.

You are thinking more of advanced training on the job for older workers.
I think it can be done under these joint training programs. You might be
interested to know, if my information is correct, that the Province of Manitoba,
under a joint training program, attempted to do something very similar to what
you are suggesting and the problem was that they set up the training facilities
but they could not find farm workers to go to the school. I think it is sound and
certainly we must put the agricultural worker on a plane where he is just as
well off as other workers. I think there is a matter of status also which, in our
society, appears to be such an important thing. The farm worker, up to date, is
apparently not looked upon as an important person or as having as high a status
as the fellow who works in a motor car plant. I think this is another phase in
what we must prepare the farm worker as best we can for a more sophisticated
form of labour than he did 25 years ago.

Secondly, I think it is pretty important to indicate that in Canada the farm
worker is just as good and important a person in our society as any other
worker. I think it is one of the reasons why young people do not go into
agricultural labour today.

But I think the point is extremely well taken and will certainly be noted,

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jorgenson, do you have a supplementary?

Mr. JORGENSON: The minister stated, during the course of his earlier
remarks, that he thought one of the ways in which the problem of labour could
be resolved is to make the farmer competitive in the labour market. Now,
does he honestly believe that? Recently there was a contract signed with
Seaway workers which brings them pretty close to $3 per hour. Does he
honestly believe farmers are ever going to be that competitive?

Then he states that he does not think that unemployment insurance should
be granted to farm labour.

Mr. GREENE: No, I did not say that.
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Mr. JORGENSON: This is one of the reasons why the farmers are not
competitive because unemployment insurance is not available to farm labour.
Labourers will much prefer to be working in industries where, if they are laid
off, they have an opportunity, at least, of getting a basic wage to carry them
through the winter months, There are many farms that do not have year round
employment. The minister spoke of the dairy farmer and, true enough, in the
dairy farms there is work available the year round, but this is not the general
area in which labour is so short today. It is in those farms where there is
seasonal employment.

I cannot, for the life of me, see why farmers or workers working on farms
where there is seasonal employment should not be just as eligible for unemploy-
ment insurance as those labourers who are working in other seasonal occupa-
tions and who have unemployment insurance available to them.

Mr. GREENE: Let me make my position quite clear with respect to unem-
ployment insurance, since it appears that I put it badly. I have publicly made
my position clear many times that I am in favour, and very much in favour, of
unemployment insurance for farm workers. The only issue in unemployment
insurance was whether or not it should be brought in blanket across the board
for all farm labour or whether it would be possible to bring it in in segments.

For instance, if the fruit industry wished unemployment insurance we
could put it in there without necessarily having to put it into the dairy segment
of farm labour. This, because of the rules and regulations of unemployment
insurance and of the Unemployment Insurance Commission, has apparently not
been possible to take. So the current question is whether or not it should be put
in blanket and right across the board. I think most members of Parliament are
in favour of this and the only thing I wish to point out is that this does not
mean all persons engaged in agriculture are in favour of this blanket approach.

Many say, “I would like unemployment insurance but I would like to be
able to take it or leave it”. Of course, you cannot do that once you have

unemployment insurance; it either goes in or it does not go in. If it goes in, it is
compulsory, not selective.

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): A supplementary question. Why could you not bring
i.t in on a voluntary basis? A man could carry around his unemployment
insurance book and you could put the stamps in it if you so want.

Mr. GREENE: That is not the basic principle of the Unemployment Insurance
Act.

Mr. HorNER (Acadia): It is a condition of heart. Why could it not be
brought in, sir, on a voluntary basis?

Mr. GReeNE: You would have to change the whole basis and philosophy of
the Unemployment Insurance Act.

Mr. HoRNER (Acadia): It is not necessarily the philosophy you might have
to change, in order to make an amendment.

Mr. GrReeNE: Workmen’s Compensation is not optional, it is compulsory.

A further thing, Mr. Jorgenson, with regard to your question, I think
undoubtedly Workmen’s Compensation, unemployment insurance, these ameni-
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ties, if you like, which labour in other fields have, are some of the things we can
do to make farm labour more attractive. It does not mean that the steel worker
must make no more than someone working in a textile plant—there are differ-
ences in the labour market—but in the end result, I think if the farmer is not
able, because of his economic position, to pay attractive wages then we are not
going to solve the farm labour problem. I think that is the ultimate solution.

Mr. ScHREYER: Mr. Chairman, on this very point, I think most of us are
dreaming when we think that, with a few changes et cetera, our farmers will be
able to hire or obtain farm labour. The fact is that many farmers themselves are
not able to obtain a decent return on their own labour input and I doubt that
the day is close, unless something is done about basic price in the agricultural
industry, when we will ever come really close to solving the farm labour
problem.

Mr. Chairman, I had one question to do with technical vocational training,
as it relates to agriculture. I would ask the minister if the federal department is
in any slight way involved with technical vocational training as it relates to the
agricultural industry?

Mr. GREENE: It comes under the Department of Labour, as you know, and
do we have people who go on their committees, and so on? To what degree and
what contribution do our people make? It comes under the Department of
Labour but I am instructed that some of our people are on the committees,
working with the Department of Labour in developing the programs.

Mr. ScHREYER: My last point, Mr. Chairman, is this. The minister intimated
that technical vocational training relative to agriculture comes under the field of
education, therefore the federal government must work in co-operation with the
provinces. Now, there is nothing wrong with that but I would ask the minister
if it could not also be looked upon as coming under agriculture, which is a
federal-provincial field. The federal government could take the initiative in
technical vocational training to train farm workers if the federal department
really wanted to. Does the minister really believe that there is any sort of
constitutional problem?

Mr. GREENE: Well, this has always been one of Canada’s problems. I think
anything to do with education is probably the paramount right of the provinces,
which the constitution and the courts have guarded most jealously. I really
cannot say, if it came to a constitutional question of whether it is agriculture or
whether it is education, who would win in the Supreme Court of Canada. But I
think that in anything to do with education, most would agree that it is very
important for the federal not to step in of its own volition, but to work through
and with the provinces who have that responsibility. It certainly is my view and
I would think it is one we should stick to but I do not think it is one that would
preclude the development of agricultural education.

I think agricultural education through the vocational training program, has
worked quite well. Most schools I know of, under the plan, have agricultural
sections, which is something new and something worthwhile.

Mr. SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, to conclude, I will put a blunt question to
the minister, although I do not think it is an unfair one. Why has more not been

(
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done with respect to technical vocational training of people for the agricultural
industry? The minister suggests that most schools, of which he is aware, have
some such sort of programming. From my experience, in western Canada, I
would say to him that almost no schools offer such a training program.

Mr. GREENE: Schools in western Canada have built vocational training
schools under the act. Do they not have an agricultural section as well as one
for mechanics?

Mr. Rapp: In Moose Jaw, for instance, they have mechanical training in
engines, tractors, welding and so on.

Mr. GREENE: You see, it is one thing to have education but you have to
have people who want to take that education. If people do not want to be farm
labourers there is not much we can do. We are talking about farm labourers, I
think, not so much as training people to run their own farms better. I am not
trying to minimize the problem, believe me; one of the grave and crucial
problems with respect to Canadian agriculture is where does this pool of farm
labour come from; how do we make this an interesting vocation and a profitable
one? I do not profess to have any easy answers.

As you know, this is not a Canadian problem. From the little knowledge I
have been able to acquire of what goes on in agriculture in the rest of the
world, I find they are having the same problem. I found it in France; I found it
in Yugoslavia; I found it in England, that the pool of farm labour, which always
used to be available in a more depressed society because it was a sort of pool of
unskilled, marginal labour and it was always there, has now that our society
has become more affluent, disappeared. One of the great problems is to see how
we can make it available. I agree that education is part of it but we could have
all the schools in the world and if nobody wanted to be a farm worker, they
would not do us any good.

Mr. SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, may I ask one last question? The minister is
convincing when he says that the problem is really not so much one of having
the school training facilities but one of the availability of potential farm labour
itself and also the wage level factor. I would ask the minister has the
department been giving serious and systematic consideration to the possibility
of setting up employment service offices in some of our Indian reserves? What
about our indigenous Indian population? What about setting up one or two or
three regional offices across the line to try and obtain a labour supply? Or in
Mexico or Portugal or anywhere?

Mr. GReeNE: Well, again, of course, you get into the complex—
Mr. ScHREYER: Farmers are not organized to do this sort of thing.

Mr. GReeNE: No. The Department of Labour apparently does this, to a
certain degree. When you get into foreign labour you get into the Department
of Citizenship and Immigration. The West Indian labour that is coming into the
tomato country was evolved, I think, by that department.

But with respect to our own native Indian population, I am not aware of
whether anything has been done in this regard. The Departments of Labour in
the provinces, I am instructed, have attempted this.
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An hon. MEMBER: They have a labour office in practically every town; I
am quite sure of that.

Mr. GReENE: No, but he was stating, specifically, with respect to the Indian
population. I am instructed that this is being done and is working quite well.

Mr. JORGENSON: Whenever you can find an Indian who will go to work on a
farm.

Mr. GREeENE: I guess the basic problem applies to Indians as well as to
others.

The CHAIRMAN: I think Mr. Jorgenson meant, Mr. Minister, that even the
Indians recognize that farm labour is not treated the same as other labour in
Canada.

Mr. ETHIER: Mr. Minister, we have on the order paper a motion dealing
with the National Dairy Commission. Is it too early at this stage to give us some
broad idea of how it will work?

Mr. GREENE: Well, as you know, Mr. Ethier, it is on the order paper and I
hope will be coming before the House in the next very few days and I would
prefer to save the discussion until that time. I think it is coming very shortly
and you will have a full opportunity to discuss it then. I think we might be
transgressing the rules if we had an advance debate here.

Mr. EtHier: I understand the Dairy Commission is going to work in a joint
program with those provinces mostly involved in dairy products. Are the main
provinces ready for that at the moment? I am thinking of Quebec, Ontario and
British Columbia.

Mr. GREENE: Again, as you know, this is a basic Canadian problem. The
Courts have held that marketing is a provincial responsibility within our
constitution and yet once a product crosses a border, it becomes a federal
responsibility. The marketing of any product will work best if you have a
federal marketing agency and also provincial marketing agencies working in
conjunction with the federal agency to cover the whole ambit of the marketing
of that product.

Now, regarding your specific question with respect to a National Dairy
Commission, the province of Ontario has, as you know, a provincial marketing
board which is geared to and will work with the National Dairy Commission
and which was set up in discussion and negotiation with our federal people. It
was set up with the very specific purpose of working in conjunction with us
when the National Dairy Commission is evolved by the House. The province of
Quebec does not yet have such an undertaking; undoubtedly, this is going to
make it more difficult, to have effective national marketing of dairy products
until the province does complete its plans. They were announced in the last
Throne speech. It has now gone down the drain, I would take it. I am instructed
that there is apparently a board, of a type, but not one that is specifically
geared to work with the plan of the National Dairy Commission. I think British
Columbia does have a board. But the ultimate will be and the plan will only
work effectively when there are boards, probably in each province, geared to
work in conjunction with the National Dairy Commission.
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Mr. ETHIER: A while ago some members raised the question that it was
hard to get farm labour and very few youngsters want to stay on the farm.
There are many reasons for that. At the moment I do not think a young man
can begin and operate an economic unit on a farm unless he has $10,000 cash in
his pocket. Do you think, Mr. Greene, there is a possibility of changes occurring
in the Farm Credit Corporation loans system to enable especially young farmers
under 30 years of age to apply for a loan? Now they demand 25 per cent; you
cannot get a very good economic unit under $40,000, if a farmer wants to make
a living out of it which means it is necessary to borrow $10,000 in cash. Do you
foresee any change in this or any exceptions being made for young farmers,
whereby they could make a down payment of something like, say, 10 per cent?

Today, a man with a small job which is perhaps not guaranteed for more
than a year, can go to Central Mortgage and get a loan of $10,000 or $12,000
with just his lunch-box in his hand whereas a farmer who has $3,000 or $4,000
in his pocket cannot get a loan on a farm. Do you foresee any change in the
Farm Credit Corporation’s laws on that?

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Ethier, I know you have been very keen on this subject
and quite rightfully so. You have made these representations to me forcibly and
often, as have other members, and also, in the debate in the House on my
estimates, this came up very enthusiastically from many members. As a result, I
made representations to the advisory board of the Farm Credit Corporation to
go into this question in detail. They are considering it at the present time; they
have given me an interim report and I am going to follow this up very
assiduously. I certainly think your point is well taken and the advisory board of
the Farm Credit Corporation has it under advisement at the present time.

Mr. EtHier: Thank you, Mr. Greene.
(Translation)

Mr. MaTTE: I would like to know how much does each farmer pay
personally, each Western farmer, for crop insurance. How much does he pay

for a $1,000 coverage? Could you tell me? What is the premium for a $1,000
coverage in the West?

(English)

The CHAIRMAN: I am going to make just one suggestion, Mr. Matte. We
have Mr. Bird, who is a specialist on crop insurance, and as soon as the
minister’s summing up of his policy statement is finished, we will continue with
Mr. Bird and the question could possibly be answered in a more detailed way at

that time.
(Translation)
Mr. GREENE: About 6 to 12 per cent.

Mr. CLERMONT: Mr. Greene, in your remarks you might have mentioned,
before I arrived, a subject that is presently in the news, namely the importation
of eggs. I understand you have certainly received correspondence from mem-
bers of farm associations of Quebec and perhaps some from other provinces. Is
there any possibility that this situation can be improved?
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Mr. GREENE: The problem of importation of eggs is, of course, always one of
price; when prices are good there is always the danger of bringing eggs in. At
the present time, as a result of the representations made by yourself and by, I
think, the UCC, the Department of National Revenue is now investigating to
see if these importations are contravening our anti-dumping laws.

I must say I am not entirely happy about the application of our anti-dump-
ing laws. It seems to me it does not work quickly or effectively enough; by the
time we get through investigating, it is too late to do much good. Certainly it is
an area that needs to be worked on and I appreciate having it drawn to my
attention and I intend to do what I can. I think, maybe, we need to apply them
a little less diplomatically and a little more in the interests of the farmer.

Mr. CLERMONT: It seems that this situation is repeating itself nearly every
two years. I understand, according to figures, that in 1961 we exported about
160,000 cases of eggs but in 1963 we imported 190,000 cases of eggs. I think the
production, marketing and methods will have to be improved and let them
know the prices of these eggs.

Have you received any representations, Mr. Greene or Mr. Williams, from
farm groups concerning this?

e (10.30 am.)

Mr. GREENE: I am instructed that we have requested the information and
that we are now working with them to try and find for them the information
they want in this regard, Mr. Clermont.

Mr. CLERMONT: This is my last question, Mr. Greene. During the ques-
tioning of Mr. Williams, reference was made to the Cheese Factory Improve-
ment Act. I understand that since 1962, no subsidies have been paid toward the
amalgamation of cheese factories. Can this subsidy be brought back?

Mr. GREENE: The cheese amalgamation subsidy is still on the statute books;
it is still in effect on paper but since 1962, when the program was abrogated
really by Treasury Board, it has never been revived. The thinking is, generally,
that the act, which has been a useful one and the program which has been a
useful one, had pretty well used up its course, that most of the amalgamation
that was needed, or the vast majority of it had been completed and, according-
ly, Treasury Board has never seen fit to reinstate it. It was a Treasury Board
decision.

I might point out that, not too long ago, a program in one particular
instance, which effected amalgamation, was achieved under ARDA even though
the act, as we know it, under the cheese factory amalgamations and under the
Department of Agriculture, was not in effect.

Mr, CLERMONT: To finish, we were told, during these questions and replies
that once in a while your department receives requests for such a grant.

Mr. GREENE: Yes, that is true.

Mr. CLERMONT: Thank you.

Mr. GREENE: In order that you will not be confused, as I was, by the fact
that you see in the estimates that some grants are being made, it is because they
are programs that were accepted prior to 1962 and are now being carried out.
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The CHAIRMAN: I want to clarify a statement I made, Mr. Jorgenson, about
the Indians recognizing farm labour. What I meant was that even Indians
recognize that if they go and do farm labour they are not treated the same as
labourers in other fields of industry.

Mr. HorNER (Acadia): Treated the same by who?

The CHAIRMAN: By the government, as far as unemployment insurance is
concerned, because even if they worked in an amusement park for three or four
months in the summer or some part-time job at a resort or something, they get
unemployment insurance. They may work six months on a farm but they do not
get unemployment insurance and this is why so many of them object.

I do not believe they are all aware of the fact that if they work on a
poultry farm they get unemployment insurance; whether they are out driving a
tractor or a combine on a poultry farm, they are still covered by unemployment
insurance.These people do not have the difficulty that a great many other
farm people have. I just wanted to clarify what I meant.

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): Mr. Chairman, I have a series of questions which I
will put quite quickly and briefly. First of all, with regard to the farm help
problem, did the minister make any special effort to bring over, through his
department, an increased amount of farm help through immigration? I notice
that last year something like 2 per cent of the immigrants who came over to
Canada were for farm labour. Has the minister or the department made any

special effort in this regard to bring over interested people to work on farms in
Canada?

Mr. GREeNE: We are in constant communication with the Department of
Citizenship and Immigration. We realize the need, as well as you do, and we are
doing what we can.

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): No special advertisements though, I understand?
Mr. GREENE: No, there have been no special advertisements.

Mr. HOorNER (Acadia): What does the minister think of the Sedgwick
Report regarding immigration in which Mr. Sedgwick states that sponsored
immigration should be curtailed or eliminated, in view of the number of years
farm labour has been sponsored by farmers and brought over to Canada,
particularly since the war. Has the minister made any representations in this
regard or is aware of the Sedgwick Report?

- Mr. GreeNE: I am aware of the Sedgwick Report. I can only say that,
insofar as I am concerned, I believe that in the agricultural sector, which is my
responsibility, we need as much capable farm labour as we can get and I will
certainly oppose any philosophy or policy which will preclude our acquiring it.

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): In other words, you are prepared to oppose that

recommendation of the Sedgwick Report in cabinet, if you have not done so
already?

Mr. GReeNE: I have not said that. I have said that any provision that will

make it more difficult to get farm labour in Canada will not have my support. I
think we need farm labour.
24584—2
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Mr. HORNER (Acadia): But we must do more than just say we will not have
a negative approach or that we will not give any program our support. What
I believe—and I hope you and your department does too—is that you must take
the initiative and go on the offensive to gather and reap farm labour for the
agricultural industry in this country. Do you not agree with me on that?

Mr, GREENE: I agree with that. Farm labour is very hard to get anywhere
in the world.

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): Do you not think that perhaps we should be doing
more advertising through the Department of Agriculture or through the De-
partment of Immigration?

Mr. GReENE: I think that is a point well taken and I will certainly take it
under advisement. We have not done it to date but I think it is an excellent
suggestion.

Mr. HorRNER (Acadia): Thank you. I have a few more questions, Mr.
Greene. With the economic approach, you suggested that farm labour will, in a
sense, resolve itself as soon as we can establish farmers in an economic position
where they will be able to pay wages comparable with those in any other
industry. In realizing this fact, did you, as Minister of Agriculture, protest the
increased cost of shipping on the Seaway, particularly because this had the
effect of shrinking the economic margin on which a farmer would be able to
live?

Mr. GREENE: The increase in the longshoremen’s wages was—

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): No, I am not referring to the longshoremen’s wages.
I am referring to the Seaway tolls and the tariff put on the locks, which was a
new innovation.

Mr. GREENE: As I understand the process with respect to the Seaway tolls,
and again I am not an expert in this field, the Seaway Authority determines this
and then makes recommendations to cabinet. I do not think it has reached that
level yet. I think the Seaway Authority are considering this proposition and are
to report, if I understood the Minister of Transport’s expression in the House in
this regard. Until such time as the Seaway Authority reports to the cabinet
there is no action taken by the government. The government will have to cross
that bridge when it gets to it.

Mr. HORNER (Acadia): When you do get to that bridge, are you prepared to
defend the farmers in opposing any application for an increase in these tolls,
which will have an effect on the increased cost to the farmers?

Mr. GREENE: I do not think at this time I am prepared to answer a question
which is hypothetical, except to say that my job is to protect the farmers’
interests in every way I can and that I shall always continue to do that. That is
why I am here.

Mr, HORNER (Acadia): I do not think my question is quite as hypothetical
as you suggested, Mr. Greene, and I would hope you would be prepared to act
very vigorously on behalf of the farmers concerned in this matter,

Mr. GREENE: I get the message, sir.
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Mr. HorRNER (Acadia): Are you aware, Mr. Greene, that many, many
farmers across Canada are faced with increasing costs, whether they be big or
small, while their gross sales and their products have no real relationship. This
is the basic problem; they have no real relationship to the cost. I am thinking
here of the pension plan. Have you had any representation from farmers,
generally, that this pension plan is an increased cost which they must bear and
yet they cannot tack on to their price for their product?

Mr. GREENE: Yes, I have had some representation in that regard. I have also
had representations from farmers who were in favour; they said that this was
something which was available to them the same as it was to everybody else.
When we spoke earlier about unemployment insurance and so on, the point was
made that surely the farm labourer and the fact that he can get the Canada
Pension Plan the same as everyone else—

Mr. HOoRNER (Acadia): I am talking about the farmer himself, Mr. Greene,
not the farm labourer. I believe the farm labourer should be entitled to the
pension plan. When you are farming-—as I hope some day you are—you will
realize that you build up your pension as you build up your farmstead and your
farm and that, in a sense, you are putting aside a nest egg for your pension,
which may not be declared income until you die. Then, all of a sudden, your
estate is worth something. But this is income on which, in a sense, you should
be able to pay a pension premium but you cannot and, therefore, the pension
plan has little or no effect on farmers.

I wonder if you and your department have consid