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THE POLITICAL SCIENCE AND
DEBATING CLUB.
HE Political Science and Debat-
ing Club began work for this
session on November 30th, when
Prof. Shortt, the Honorary President
of the Club, gave an address on Pub-
lic Ownership. The speaker did not
attempt to treat the question exhaust-
ively——it was much too large for that
—but merely opened it out and show-
ed briefly how its various aspects
should be judged. In beginning he
warned his hearers against heing
stampeded by comparisons. That pub-
lic ownership had succeeded in cer-
tain lines in Norway, for instance,
was no rason why it should succeed
in the same lines in Canada, where
the conditions are entirely different.
And because public ownership had
been a successin the Post Office it did
not necessarily follow that it would be
a success in any other line.

Public ownership in Canada divides
itself into three branches, national,
provincial, municipal. These phases
must again be divided on the question
of operation. Does public ownership
mean merely the ownership by the
public of public utilities, or does it
also include public opration?

The question of public ownership
is a very debatable one, and must he
discussed in detail and with reference
to special conditions. It cannot be
supported or condemned as a whole,
The sample of public ownership most
often pointed to is the Post Office.
jut here there is a peculiarity not
comon to other public utilities. There
is a special reason for the Post Office
being a national rather than a private
service. There are national interests
at stake. It is necessary that every
citizen of a country should have some

means of communicating with every
other citizen. There are sections in
every country where, economically
considered, it does not pay to keep up
the postal system. But this makes no
difference. It is not the business of
the Post Office to succeed economic-
ally, but to succeed in serving the
people. If the service is not self-
supporting the government must pay
the balance.

Telegraph and telephone  systems
seem at first sight to be specially
adapted to public ownership. There
are several reasons why the telephone
system especially should be a mono-
poly. A number of telephone sys-
tems in one town is a nuisance. It is
unsatisfactory and cxpensive, as sev-
eral staffs and scveral sets of wires
must be kept up. The public require
that the telephune system be simple,
direct and single. The casicst way
of securing these necessary qualitics
is for the Government to take hold of
the telephone business. DBut if by
regulation the government can secure
the necessary uniformity and can es-
cape the difficultics and dangers of
government management it is  so
much the better.,

Railroads are somewhat analogous
to the Post Office, yet differ from it
in being run on an cconomic basis. It
is, therefore, not logical to reason
from success of public ownership in
the Post Office to the same success in
the railroad business. Neither can
public ownership of railroads be ad-
vocated on the ground of advantages
to be gained in the laying out of rail-
road systems. The arrangement of
Government  roads is not always
good. That of the Intercolonial, for
instance, is about as bad as it could

be. Th only thing in favor of Gov--




