1882. COMMONS

DEBATES. 985

wo might as well have a prohibition against the construc-
tion of such railways. Well, it is said, you cannot
limit the exercise of a constitutional power. Well,
if we cannot limit it, this Parliament can control the
exorcise of it, and if hon. gentleman had that
understanding they were bound to make it public
and to say : ‘‘it will be our policy to exercise the power
of veto in Manitoba and Ontario, and so practically put
them in the same position as the territories are in.” Then
the hon. genileman reverts to the motion of the hon. member
for Gloucester, and he says that the display of the vigorous
action which has been made in the work at the eastern end
proves that there was no foundation at all for that motion.
Now, what was the motion of the hon. member for Glou-
cester ? It was that the subsidy of land and money were
wholly disproportionate to the cost of the work, and the
hon. gentleman gives as an answer to that that some pro-
gress has been made on fifty miles of the railway on the
castern end. We do not know how much. That 18 not an
answer. I say there has been too little done, and the hon,
gentleman has had to make an excuse for it; and if the
argument was to be affected by the operations on a single
portion of the line, they are in favor of the motion of my
hon. friend rather than against it. But the motion was
against the iniquity of paying for the prairie section three
or four times the price which it was to cost the Company
to construct it. We said, what is quite true, that no doubt
what the Government were doing would stimulate the con-
struction of the prairie portion, because every twenty miles
they built gave them a fortune, gave them a large estate, and
of course they would earn their money fast; it would cost
them nothing, the Government would pay them all the cash
they required, and besides that, they would get valuable
lands; but we said: “These resources which you are
squandering now are the resources which you should reserve
for the construction of the other parts of the road.” Thehon.
gentlemen next referrod to the motion of the hon. member
for South Perth(Mr, Trow), and he said he would prove by
the events of the year that that motion was altogether out of
place, That motion was against the execmption from taxation
of the land grant of the Company ; but the hon. gentlemen
took up the question of the exemption of the station build-
ings and the property of the Company in certain towns, and
gave this as an answer to the motion of the hon. member for
South Perth. That is no answer to the motion. Hesays: “1
will prove that you are all wrong, because the city of
Winnipeg, so far from taxing the Company, is willing to
give $200,000 for their railway station.” No Sir, they were
not willing to give it, but the Canadian Pacific Railway
Company said to them: “ You have offered $200,000 to
another Railway Company, and if you do not withdraw
that, we will not come to your town.” Well, the city of
Winnipeg said : “ We will not give $200,000 to the other Com-
pany,” and then the Canadian Pacific Railway approached
them and said : “ Ifyou will give us $200,000, we will put our
station grounds here.” So they gave the $200,000. Ido not
think it was an act in which the people of Winnipeg took great
heart; they were perhaps wise in their day and generation
not to want to lose the station; but I wonder what man of
the whole 200 of us thought when they were giving these
great subsidies that one of the first acts of the Company
would be to exact $200,000 from the chief city of the North-
West as a condition of putting their station grounds there.
NOYV, the hon. gentleman says that the Company have placed
their land for sale at $1.25 an acre.  Weo know what they
did in reference to their lands; we know that their lands
were placed at $2.50, subject to certain conditions of for-
Giture. The hon. gentleman has acknowledged that
these conditions were too stringent. They were undoubt-

ly too stringent—so stringent that they were found
entirely unworkable, and practically prevented the sale of
thelrll;!:is in the first instance. These conditions were

relaxed, I think, three times, each change showing that the
Company were disposed to adopt conditious as stringent as
the ;]:mblic opinion of the country would allow. The hon.
gentleman says this is practically an offer of the land at
$1.25 an acre. T am mot disposed to agree with
that view ; I am disposed to believe that it would
be found difficult for the average settler to apply these
terms so as to get the land at $1.25 an acre. In order to
get the land at $1.25 he has to break it, and I do not think
he can break or keep within oultivation the amount of land
which will enable him to obtain it at that price. Then
again, many of the lands are not open for sale at all—the
lands along the line of railway and other lands. I do not
propose to enter into an elaborate discussion of the terms
and conditions of the sale of Pacific Railway lands, but T
think practical experience will show that these conditions
will produce, not $1.25, but a much larger return. Under
any circumstances, howevor, that exemption from taxation
is a condition tending to results which, as the member for
Perth pointed out, gives a greater opportunity to the Com-
pany to build their lines than they would have if they were
subject to municipal taxation, and rendering them free from
that share of taxation, borns by othor landholders, so that
it is acting entirely to the prejudice of the settlement of the
country. The motion of the momber for Brant (Mr.
Paterson) is one which the hon. gentleman said was
very unfortunate, because it opposed the Government
remaining so lomg a contractor or dealing with those
railways. The motion pointel out that there was an
absence of finality in the action of the Government.
The argument of my hon. friend was that we did
not know when the Government would cease to be connected
with the railway as a good portion of the work remained to
be constructed. The Minister_of Railways contendod that
a great benefit accrued to the country from the arrange-
ments for hastening the completion of the road—that a
great evil was connected with a lengthened Government
connectien. But there is this evil from the present policy,
we have to provide the money, and really we double tho
annual provision for the immediate cash eonstruction of the
work. The hon. gentleman referred to a motion of the
hon. member for West Middlesex (Mr, Ross), stating that
the best reply to it was that the Railway Act had boen
amended. But that Act was not amended whon the
motion was made. My hon. friend dealt with the Act as it
was. Ideny that the amendment of the Railway Act is an
adequate answer, because it did not deal with the cvil
existing at the time. It is a new thing to say
your amendment is useless because we were convinced
by it and your arguments that our law had to be
amended. Then with regard to the tolls on the Canadian
Pacific Railway, the hon. gentleman made a comparisou
with these of a number of other railways. I am notable to
analyse it because I do not kuow how far it applies to what
is the great question at present and will be for a long time,
the question of through rates. We know that through rates
are very different from local rates, and that the local rates of
almost all these great railway companies are practically
monopolies. It has long been the complaint—almost since
the first, as to local rates—that the Companies charged a
great deal too much ; and what I understood the hon. gentle-
man to be bringing forward was practically the local rates
on first-class railways.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I had no means of dealing
with anything else.

Mr. BLAKE. Why not? Does not the hon. geutleman
know that there is a difference between through rates and
local rates? He does not seem to know.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Wo cannot control rates all
through.

Mr. BLAKE. Does he not.know that there is a different
rate, for through traffic from the rate for local traffic.



