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. W e, Mr. Acworth and myself, have given our honest
“Pinion and pest judgment. Mr. Smith has undoubtedly
a € the same. No conclusion ought to be made until

aspects have been fully and fairly considered. .

But 1 plead for fair consideration for that and r}othlng

arrj My only interest is that the right conclusion be

leq Ved at after full consideration and with a full know-

\ 8¢ of the matter by the people of this country. An}(:mg
: € matters this surely means that all party and political
3 be ahandoned and that the question of whether the

therrlservaﬁve party was wrong here or the Liberal \fvrongf‘

°u1-e can have nothing to do with the proper solution ©
Present difficulties. |

it INOr can the question be properly settled, as I notice
dlready has by at least one writer, on the ground that
K;it(;,n]y practical railroader in the commission was er

Stude,. and that as Mr. Acworth and myself were merely

ents of and theorists in railway matters, Mr. Smith’s

Clusions must perforce be adopted. May I at ‘this

Nt ask what s responsible for the present situation?

much study and consideration of the px:oblem'fror\n
buil&:ountry’s standpoint or too many practical railroad
ers anxious to build railways anywhere or every-

Ql)t:l:e When the essential government assistance could be

lned?

‘%u];J et me at once say that in my view the 'govern‘ment
Pe not have found a better or more efficient I'all'WQ.)f
czator than Mr. Smith. As to myself I say nothmg};

takept that for months past my time has been Very muc

1 up in looking after the supply of coal, grain, flour
an Other necessaries of life, of agriculture and of tht:

] vstufa(:tu"e of munitions and other e'ssentlals. I can a

look Say that in no instance did the shippers or consignees

their Cither upon their necessities or my intervention op
behalf as theoretical or academic. .

ang :hWOuld like, however, to acknowledge the.a.SSJdug}xs
Siti orough work of Mr. Acworth, whose training, is-

the 'on and ability particularly welk fitted him to pass orlx

go g cstion. T admit that Mr. Acworth is a student.

ten. \rther and say that he is a great student of and 2

- 8nizeq authority on the whole question of railway
sy Oics, that he has written leading text books on the
a:{ect and that in the opinion of the practical ra}llwa};
s“Qhagers of America his knowledge and hls.sjtand.lgg i
thig that he has been engaged by them to g1ve evidence

Very week on their behalf before the Congressional

of 'Mittee on Transportation at Washington on the evils
ea’? htlc.al railway management. I attach the very
tiey] St importance to Mr. Acworth’s conclusions, par=

Arly in view of the fact that he is very familiar with
himpany. management and English finance, and that he

Self is 4 director of the Underground Rallway.of
fagips > Which controls the bulk of the transportation

o 'ties, both street and underground, and omnibuses 10

ar}:)und the metropolis.

intey, € Whole issue is, what is right,
ea: Tests of the country’, not what is popular and the lmo;(ta

divig ' put into effect. Public opinion may rough yblic

°Wnee Into two classes: Those who '{J?lfeve in pu iy

fﬁlleSxt-Sh‘P and operation of all public utilities ai1d to v
Tesulgg Extent, and those who believe .tpat_ on ydpz?fgen

€an be obtained by individual initiative an

else,

what is in the best

in t . .
e o, 1OPE Of individual gain, and who also believe that
Yythmg th takes in hand will be
Mop, at the government e Coa

o it
the g l.eSS muddled. In some sections O

Ne view is popular and in others the other.
ur report to meet the

"i'ews e AR h conditions and not
1

Of either section. We deal wit
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theories. Our report leaves the Canadian Pacific stand-
ing as it is. This naturally affords the thorough-going
public ownership advocate a ground of complaint and also
enables pro-corporation adherents an opportunity for
attack. Let us for a moment consider what public neces-
sity and right now insistently calls for.

The most urgent necessity is better and more efficient
transportation. The most pressing failures that have
taken place are attributable to the Grand Trunk and to
the Canadian Northern. It is common ground that both
systems urgently require many more locomotives and
many more freight cars. The report made by Mr. E. 'E:
Loomis and Mr. John W. Platten, as I understand it, at
the instance of the Canadian Northern, points out that
the Canadian Pacific has two and two-tenths times rate-
ably the number of locomotives owned by the Canadiap
Northern and has nearly two and three-tenths times
rateably the number of freight cars. No such case is
made out against the Canadian Pacific, but again every
one has conceded that that company is giving an efficient
public service and is well and efficiently organized.

The Canadian Pacific stands well in the world's
financial circles and has a great borrowing power as well
as liquid assets held in reserve. At a time like the present
it is undoubtedly in the best interest of the country that
the company’s borrowing power and financial ability to
increase its facilities be not impaired, and further, that
any new capital that may be required for the Canadian
Pacific undertaking ought not to be obtained on the credit
of the country generally, as might be the case should the
company be taken over and its liquid reserves divided
among its shareholders.
any change-—mistakes of detail invariably occur. The
Canadian Pacific service is good and satisfactory. It is
certainly not necessary under the present conditions to
jeopardize it.

In so far as the other systems go, the conditions are
reversed. Service is poor. Transportation failures have
taken place, and no company funds are available to make
them good. In addition to this, no further capital invest-
ment would be saved by taking in the Canadian Pacific
whose service and facilities are, speaking generally, com-
plete both in the East and West. On the other hand, the
Grand Trunk is well-established in the East but lacks
necessary feeders and terminals in the West, while the
Canadian Northern has a well-laid-out system in the
West, but is sadly lacking both terminals and lines in the
East. The two systems combined, as we suggest.
renders unnecessary Grand Trunk work in the West and
Canadian Northern work in the East.

Two objections have been made to our conclusions.
The one that it is impossible for the new National System
to compete with the well-established and efficient Cana-
dian Pacific and that public ownership must under such
unfair conditions fail. All I can say is that if the National
Railway System cannot stand in competion with a privately
owned system, the sooner the fact is demonstrated the
better. We seek to improve conditions and not to create
an inefficient substitute merely for the purpose of making
a change.

The other objection, equally strongly taken, is that
the competition of the National System would be unfair
to the Canadian Pacific. Manifestly the one objection
answers the other. I believe neither are well taken. The
competition would be unfair to the Cangdian chiﬁc if
the National System were not run on business principles
and rates were not levied having regard to the cost and
value of the service, but were in part covered by the

More or less difficulty attends
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