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a caretaker will be required, and thus an Yet in this county and in this town it is
expense lasting for all time will be entailed proposed to give a publie building though
upon the revenue ; whereas it is very rarelv the revenue will not justify it. The argu-
the case that a suitable building cannot be ment used by the Minister of Marine andrented at a very much less cost to the Gov- Fisheries was tþat they were entitled to a
ernment. I feel that I cannot stultify my- portion of the public expenditure of this
self as i would be doing if I were to vote Dominion. Sir, I do not believe a more
in support of an appropriation of this kind. corrupting argument could be used before

Mr. WALLACE. I regret that the hon. this House or before the people of this coun-
member for North Wellington (Mr. McMul- try, than the proposition that each locality
lEn did not include in* his amendment sei- 1s entitled to an expenditure of publie money
eral other places where I think the argu- without regard to the requirements of that
ment is just as strong or stronger. county. If a harbour requires to be opened

for the safety of the public or for the pro-
Mr. SPROULE. We can only deal with motion of commerce. there is an argument

one item at a time. there for the expenditure of public money.
If rivers re(uiire ta be dredrged-a s as to ro-

Mr. WALLACE. Weil, Kentville is in-
eluded in the sanie item. Now. with re-
gard to Kentville the facts brought out
w-hen we were discussing the matter -the
other day were tese: For the post othice
and cistou-house $215 a year have been
paid in rental for suitable accommodation
for these two services. and a rough estimate
was u:ade of the interest on the cost ot
construction. of repairs. and of maintenance.
whici, for the first few years, I presume,
v. ould not be very much. Then there is
the cost of a caretaker, the cost of heating'.
lightin'g a ad cleaning, and other services
w hic are necessary i every publie build-
irg, and which my hon. friend said might
hiot be necessary. But you will particularly
remnember that of -Il the hundreds of public
buildings in the country there was only
one. I think, that at Orillia, where the Gov-
ernment dispensed with the services of a
caretaker ; and the hon. member for East
Simeoe (Mr. Bennett) was unkind enough
to say that that was donc for political rea-1
sons, and was a political job. Well, I do
not know whether that Is the case or not,
but we can assume that a caretaker will be
appointed here, and that, as in all other
places, his salary will be paid by the Do-
minion Government. An estimate las been
made that these services will cost $1.500.
Now, in order to save $215 of rental. the
Government wants to incur an expenditure
at Kentville amounting, according to a rough
estimate, it is true, but one that Is likely to
be as well within the mark as over the
mark, to an annual expenditure of 'about
$1,300, which will be lneurred for all time in
order to give a post office and a eustom-
house to one of those places. I need not
go over any of the arguments that have been
adduced here when these items were up
tefore, but this House should consider the
statements made by the hon. member for
East Grey (Mr. Sproule), and I think It is
a complete answer to the argument of the
Minister of Marine and Fisheries. that in
the ceunty of Grey, with its 75,000 Inhabi-
tants, with one town of 9,000 people, and
with other towns of two or three thousand
Inhabitants each, they have not to-day a
single public building within its borders.

Mr. SCRIVER.

mote navigation and promote the safety of
lives of pewpfle w-ho have to travel up and
down them. there is an argument for the ex-
peuditure of publie money. But in tlis ase
the argumient. I eonsilder, is one which is
entirely untenable. Then, Sir, -ve comne to
the next point. As has been stated by the
hon. neniber for North Wellinton iMr.
MeMullen). the hon. member for North
Brant ('Mr. Sonierville) and the hon. iember
for Huntington (Mr. Seriver), they have been
preaching this doctrine ivhile they were In
Opposition. A gentleman who prea.ened eue
doctrine when he was in Opposition and
preached another doctrine when le is in
iower, is the niemuber for West Elgin (Mr.
Casey) who, this afternoon, to the slr-prise
and, I may say, to the disgust of every one
who has heard his utterances in this House
for the last eighteen years, not only de-
nouneing the very thing he is prepar(dI to
support to-day, but denouncing the wbole
principle of expenditures in this direction,
supported this proposition. For the last six
or seven years it has been concekdd that,
althouglh the Conservative Government had
gone too far in the airection of putting up
these public buildings, in 1890 they stopped
short. At that time there w-as a declaration
by resolution for a new policy. The Gov-
ernment of that day supported it; they per-
mitted the motion to pass and bound them-
selves to be guided by it, and I am told that
since that policy was laid down it has been
very fairly adhered to. The ex-Minister of
Finance (Mr. Foster) lias stated that there
may have been one or two departures from
that rule during the last half dozen years,
but no more, so that the rule that 'vas laid
down In 1890. that the revenues and th lim-
portance of the place niust be sufficiet to
justify the erection of these buildings, has
practically been the poliey of the Goveru-
ment of Canada for the last half dozen
years. To-day this proposai entirely revers-
ed that policy. We have not only Liverpool
and Kentville. but there are other and more
flagrant instances ln the Esti'nates in our
hands. I would like to ask whether te St
Martin's post office has been struck out? ?
think It Is quite right to strike it out, ard
that the same argument would apply toý
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