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the occasion for changing a system of transportation
which has grown up gradually during the past sixty years,
responding to the country’s needs, showing wonderful
adaptability and displaying initiative and ability of a high
order.  Such a system of administration, under which the
extension of the transportation facilities has been of
untold service in the development of agriculture, trade and
manufactures, and which has been to a large extent re-
sponsible for the great prosperity and increasing wealth
of this country, should not be cast aside unless there is at
hand a new and better system which would indubitably
carry on this service with equal or greater results. Let
us, then, consider briefly, but carefully and deliberately,
the proposed change and weigh the arguments pro and
con with unbiased judgment.

First of all, what are the arguments in favor of gov-
ernment ownership in Canada?

Bond Guarantees and Control.

The necessity on the part of the Dominion govern-
ment to meet the guarantees of bond interest for the Cana-
dian Northern and Grand Trunk Pacific railways without
having any immediate control of these roads would seem
to be contrary to any sound business policy. Any private
corporation which has assumed the payment of interest
on its bonds must be given full control of the property ;
and ostensibly the same prerogative would be expected in
the case of a public corporation like the government which
wished to conduct its affairs on strict business principles.
The assumption of responsibility is correlative with the
exercise of rights.  But, in the case of these two roads, it
would seem that the government has undertaken to
guarantee and pay the interest on the honds without
having the privilege of controlling the financial operations
of the companies. How long would any private enterprise
endure which continued year after year to pay sums of
money for expenditures over which it had no control?
Bankruptcy would soon issue from such a coursé. The
only reason it is not so with the government is that the
latter makes its revenue large enough by taxation to
meet its expenditure, while in the case of a private con-
cern the course is just the opposite—its expenditure must
be kept within its revenue. But although the govern-
ment “is in this respect fundamentally different from a
private enterprise the same business principles which are
recognized as judicious in the latter are the only principles
upon which the former should act. To go contrary to
these would be to court loss of confidence on the part of
those who endeavor to exercise judgment and discretion
in human affairs,

Rail and Water Facilities.

By government ownership of the railways it is hoped
that both rail and water facilities would form one
harmonious unity, operated for the public welfare. There
are certain kinds of transportation which can only be
done, or can be done most efficiently, by railway; and
there are other kinds of traffic for which water transporta-
tion would seem to be more suitable. With the great
system of inland waterways we have potential facilities
which our government is wisely developing. Immense
sums have already been spent in improving these water-
ways and the harbors upon them and yet, because the
railways and waterways are not co-ordinated into a

_unified system much of the benefit from the navigation on

the Great Lakes has not been conserved. Whenever
definite steps have been taken by the government to en-
large or improve the canals and te preserve and extend

navigation facilities of all kinds, the railways have con-
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sistently opposed anything which seemed likely to divert
traffic to the water. Large interests have been secured
by them in the water fronts of the important shipping
centres, and for their own advantage they have been
diligent in preserving these lands best adapted to naviga-
tion uses. Naturally, it has never been the policy of the
railway companies to welcome their rivals. They have
invariably sought to restrain such rivalry. But under
government control and ownership these conflicting in-
terests could be harmonized so that each would fulfil its
own particular function with the greatest economy and
acceptability to the public. And why should not the
public receive the greatest advantage from the transporta-
tion facilities which are maintained by the contributions
of the public?

Wastes of Competition.

Another important factor supporting the contention
in favor of government ownership is that thereby the
wastes of competition would be eliminated. It was long
held that competition was the life of trade and that every:
business was naturally competitive, But we have outlived
that day and can see that certain kinds of enterprise are
naturally more monopolistic than competitive. Legisla-
tive bodies in Canada, as well as elsewhere, have, how-
ever, not abandoned the view that prevailed in the early
railway era that the public interests can be most effectively
guarded by authorizing the construction of two or more
lines along the same general route. To have two or three
separate and competing railway companies, each with
its own complement of necessary facilities, and the multi-
plication of lines, stations, offices and officials with the
vast expense connected with their maintenance, is to
conduct the business in the most uneconomical method
possible. The railway companies themselves early recog-
nized this wasteful policy and endeavored to get together
into working agreements; but legislatures, ignorant of
the real nature of the railway business, have, under the
strong pressure of railway interests, sanctioned the con-
struction of new lines where the existence of the latter
has been a sheer waste of public funds, thinking thereby
that they were upholding competition in furtherance of
the public welfare.

How great has been this duplication or triplication of
lines in Canada a casual inspection of our railway system
will reveal. The fact that railway magnates themselves
have been the aggressors in this movement does not alter -
the fact that legislatures should have resisted appeals of
this kind. Nor can we say that such appeals' have yet
ceased ; on the contrary, the financial forces are even now
arrayed to secure similar additional concessions for the
building of unnecessary lines of railway, while other por-
tions of the country are in great need of the facilities of
transportation. Under a system of government owner-
ship this great waste of capital could be avoided if we had
those in the government who were invariably willing to
exercise as much economy in the management of the
country’s affairs as a business man shows in the conduct
of his own private business.

Equality of Treatment.

Another motive leading to government ownership is
that by this means equality of treatment would be given
to all persons and all localities ; in other words, that there
would be no longer any personal or local discrimination.
The reason for it ‘would have disappeared, since govern-
ment is intended to look affer the welfare of all alike. It
must be acknowledged that our railways have in the past
been the means of building up large shippers to the detri-




