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fs the Telephone a Natural Monopoly?
Francis Dagger

Toronto
That the telephone is ainatural monopoly, is an of t-

repeated statement. The statement lias always, how-
ever,, been made by those wlio, actuated by personal ini-
terests, did'not wish to invite competition. In other
words, this doctrine lias always been preached by the
friends of monopoly, as a plausible reason with which to
console a long suffering people, who for so many years
were the victims of an inefficient telephone service at
exorbitant rates.

I wishi you to note that the assertions in support of
the contention that the telephone is a natu-ral monopoly,
is the evidence of interested parties, and therefore should
be treated accordingly. On the other hiand it mnay be
argued that those who advocate the theory that the tele-
pone is not a natural xaonopoly, are desirous of nijain-
tairning competitive telephone systemns, and consequently
their evidence is only of a value e-qual to that of their
opponents. 1 think you will also agr-ce with me that if
you were operating a telepholie plant in somue town where
you were fortunate enougli to be in sole possession, you
would incline to the belief that theý telephone sliould be
considered a natural monopoly so far as your territory

ne te be de-
~iinberest-

i. The tele-

ment of a competitive telephone system. In soîne prs
of Canada, for instance, the one obstacle to the estabisrh-
ment of an independent service in the principal towns
and cities, lias been the granting of five years' exclusive
agreements to the Bell Telephone Company, or the
reluctance of municipal councils te grant franchises
upon equitable ternis; to independent companies. In no
case can it be truthfully stated ihat a Bell Company is
enjoying a inonopoly anywhere on this continent because
the natural conditions surrounding its business arc sueh
as to render competition impractîcable or undesirable.
On the contrary the "Bell" system remains a monopoly
just so long as the State, Province, or 'municipality
keeps the door closed against corupetîtion. In other
words, the monopoly is kept alive by artificial means,
sud therefore cannot be a natural one.

Almost the only argument which lias been used in
support of the theory tliat tbc telephone is a natural
inonopoly, is the assertion that competition means that
the iriajority of people must have two telephones, thereby
entailing- the payment of two -rentais, which increases
tlie cost of ser-vice to the user. This argument bas heen
aniply refuted. by a recenit statement showiug conditions
existing in eighteen citi es in Illinois, Iowa, InJiana,
Michigan, and Ohiio, which records that ont of 44,293
"ýIndependent>' and 3,3,305 "Bl"stations, onily 4,304L
business and 1,662 residence subserî bers have bobli tele-
phones. That is onily 5,966 subseribers out of 77,598
duplicate the service. Less than eight per cent.

lIn Iowa, out of a total of 168,148 "Bell" and "In-
dependent> subscribers there are only 5,426 duplicatin,
or 3.2 per cent.

A careful analysis of telephione figures in Cleveland,
Dayton, and Toledo, Ohiio;- Ind-ianapolis, Ind.; Kansas
City, Kan.; and Louisville, Ky., shows an average
,duplication of only twelve per cenit. That is twelve ont
of eacli h-undred subseriheýrs take hoth "Bell" aud
"Independent" telepliones, while the remaining 88 get
ail the service they requfre by renting one telephione. Ib
is further conceivable that six out of eadi twelve sub-
seribers who have now both services, would stili require
two telephoues to handle their business, if there were
only one system in eseli of the cities named. These
facts prove beyond doubt that telephione competition
mneans "The greatest good te the greatest number« in
that it secures to at Ieasb ninety per cent. of telephoDne
users, lower rates and an impuroved service.
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