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of this railway problem. The arbitratioiî
terme, as set out in chapter 22 of 6 and. 7
George V, lay this down:

Sald value, to be the actual cost of said
railways, less subsidies and less depreciation.

When that Act was introduced into the
House last year I thought that the dice
were pretty weil loaded against the country.
The cost was to .be the ainount that it Iiad
cost the railway oompanies to construot,
rlegaTdless o'f wliether or not conieleration
had been given to economy. This country
was to pay for these three rafiroads
the amount of money that 'had been put
,nto their construction, less depreciation and
less subsidies. I certainly thought that the
owinEws of the railroad would- grasp with
avidity what waa offered to them, but I was
amazed, when I readl the proceedings before
the arbitrator, to learn that the solicitors
for the o'wners set up that they were en-
titled to interest on the moneys invested,
flot only during the time of construction,
but also during ail the time that the railway
had lain idlle-,because it had neyer been
carried to oompletion. That seems to me
to be, an extraordinary contention, but I
thought, as they had set it up, that probably
we had heard the st of the question. How-
ever, here we -are to-night confronted with
another vote. We are asked to vote $4,-
000,000 of the people's money to buy what
I oonsider at tle. present time to ha thoeee un-
neeessary railroads. If some hion, gentle-
man opposite moves that this item ha
struck out, I shall, as I did a year ago,
support the motion for the elimination of
the item. I quite realize, after six years
of parlismentary experience, that when an
item of this ýki.nd ds inserîted in the esti-
mates it is not very likely to be deleted.
The Government put it there, and a ma-
jorîty of their followers will keep it there.
But I direct the attention of the committee
to this fact: I believe the time is coming-
At may not ha, as f ar off as some of us think
-when this nation may become war-
weary. The people may becomne a bit weary
of making sacrifices for this, war, and if they
do, it Ia purchases of this kind thait will
have helped to make them war-WEýary. If
I judge aright the spirit of the Canadian
pecople to-day, it is this: we are willing to
sacrifice to the limit, but we want Our Gov-
ernment Vo practice the same thrift, the
samne economy, that they ask us Vo prae-
tice. If the Government wiil give the ex-
ample, I believe the people will follow;
but it is the duty of the Government f0
give the example if they want the people

'VO o llow.

Mr. NESBITT - LasV year -when this vote
of $4,000,000 was up, I took the liberty of
inoving that it be struck out. I thought it
a great pity Vo use the people's money dur-
ing the war to buy these three littie rail-
ways, the purchases of which, to my mmnd,
could not possibly be of any benefit
to the people. The hon. member for Pictou
(Mr. Maodonald) says that the vote is
being taken in eider to purchase these
railways for the relief of Sir Rodolphe
Forget. I do noV know whether or not that
is true; I am neot going to Say that it is.
But I do say just what 'the member for
Kingston said: the nation that eaun stand
'iut the longesît will probably win this war.
We have to do oui ahare, and so faT as I
know, eVery Inan and woman in the country
ia willing to do is or bier ahare towarde
the payaient of the legitimate expenises- of
the country. But the Government should
set the example. They lecture uis--quite
properly on 'the saving of food, and on the
exercise of economy; buttlhey do not set the
example themsves. Let -night we paèsed,
some votes that sh-ould. fot have been
passed. To-night the Govemnment esk us Vo
pes Ithis ridiculous vote of nearly $4,000,-
000. I -agree with the member for Rouville
(Mr. Lemieux> that the moziey that waa
spent this year on this road should not
have been spent. The Minister of Customs
may ha right in saying that legally the Gov-
ernment wes wirthin its rights in spending
the moiney, but morally they had no iight
Lo do e until the Exclhequer Couirt'È judg-
ment lied been received. ani the road had
been taken oves'. They had no rigbt Vo
spend amy money on -thé îoaca until they
owned l't, -and certainly they do not own it
yet, beSesue the judgm4enit of the Exchequer
Court has no>t been accepted by the pre-
sent owners. Fromn a business sta.ndpoint,
theîefore, the Govermmenit should not
have spent one dollaïr on that road, whether
they were legally entmitled. te do so or not.
However, they have spent the money. I
bave the greatest possile regard for the
Minister of Railw"y, and 1 amn surprised
-because I have faith in bis business
j idgment-thst hie should have been in-
duced te spend money -on this road before
it was properly taken over. The f act that
the company have noV aeoeptedl the judg-
ment of the Ex-chequei Gouit gives the Gov-
erinment a gooa excuse foi noVt going any
further and I t3hnk we should make that a
reason for noV votin-g money to-night for the
purchase of this railway. We cannot afford
k) make amy unnecessary expenditureg.
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