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After a day or two had elapsed they passed a Bill amalga
mating the whole of the railroads now composing thE
Midland system, and when called upon, in the interests o
some of my constituents who had given bonuses, and by
those of the hon. member for West Elgin, who had als
given bonuses, to some of these ronds being amalgamated
that Legislature refused to order these companies to giv
back the bonuses or make some provision that would give th
municipalities some of the benefits, for whieh they bad
subscribed their noney. The Legislature refused, on th
ground that this amalgamation should be sanctioned
whether the local companies were bonused or not; and th
amalgamation was completed, the Grand Trunk Company
having, notoriously, the controt of the Legislature. Tha
just shows that we cannot always look to the
Legislature to prevent amalgamation. At the sarne
time, I confess, that I do not see that any beneficial
result - to the public at large, can follow from going
further with this Bill, or letting it go to the
Railway Committee. If my hon. friend thinks further
discussion would enable him to elaborate something
that would attain the objects the public have in view, which
are not attained by this Bill, or if be thinks that the Bill
could be so amended or re-drafted in Committee, as to
meet the objects sought to be attained, I have no objection
to acquiesce in its being referred to the Railway Committee;
but 1 am convinced it will be found these objects are very
difficult, if not impossible of attainment, by the Bill
before the House. That Bill does not in the slightest
degree reach the object sought for.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron). It is very clear that the bon.
member for North Simcoe, in endeavoring to make his Bill
law, need not expect any synpathy or support from any
person connected with the railway companies. The objeet
of the Bill is to put the railway companies under the control,
if not of Parliament, at ail events of a Commission; and he
need not expect to get assistance in the slightest degree
from any person connected with railway companies.
TL L e uompanies want no controlling check by the Legisla-
ture. They want to have everything in their own bands, as
they have now practically. I think this is the third
time the bon. member for North Simcoe has introduced
this Bill. I may say when it was first introduced in Par-
liament I felt disposed to oppose it. I was inclined to enter-
tain the opinion that perhaps the less we interfered with
corporations of this kind the better in the public interests;
but a careful examination of the subject las convinced me
that it is the imperative duty of Parliament to interfere in
this matter. The experience in the Mother Country, the
difficult probleins that have been solved there through the
instrumentality of a Railway Commission, the experience of
the great publie, the United States, extending over a
number of years, the report of the Committee appointed, I
think, by the State of New York, in 1880, which had under
review and consideration the whole railway traffic in that
State and hie adjoining States, the mass of valuable
evidence obtained on the subject, and the valuable
report that was submîtted by, I think, what was called the
Hepburn Committee,-all this convinced me thoroughly
that it was the absolute imperative duty of the Legislature
to interfere in some way. Now, my bon. friend bas
introduced his Bill three times, in 1880, 1881 and now in
1882. In 1881, the Bill only reacbed its firstreading, and, for
some reason best known to the hon. member for North
Simcoe, the Bill was not pressed. I advised my hon. friend
te press the Bill and take the sense of the flouse on the
question, because I felt satisfied that, with our experience
in the last fcw years and notably the last year or two, the
innjority of the House would pronounce in favor of the
principle set forth on the Bill. I am perfectly satisfied that
the vast mass of the people is in favor of some legislation in
the direction indicated in the Bill of my hon, friend. I am

Mr. CAMERON (Victoria),

Lnot going to make a speech on the question juat now, be.
ecause, as I understood from the remarks of the lion Minister

Of of EBailways, he 18 not opposed te the principle of the Bill.-

'Sir CHJARLES TUPPEJI. Hear,ber
1) Mr. CAMERON (Huron): I understand be lias not, at

e ail events, used any argument in opposition to the prineiple
eof the Bill, but is wiliing to let it be referred te the Rail-

1 way Committee. I advise my bon. friend from N~orth
eSimcoe not to refer this Bill te the RailwayComrnittee, but

1 rallier 10, have it referred te a Select Commitîce, who will
etake tlie trouble te put mbt shape wbat I believe my lion.

' friend la attempting 10 arrive at, but whicb, perhaps, is
t net exactly cornprised in the Bill submitted. The lion.
BMinister of Rail wnys though not opposed te, the principle of
-the Bil,)suggested one or iwo difficulties. I think these

1 difficulties, especially one of' them, were greatly exagger-
ra Led. The hon. Mlin ister stated we bave now tee many Courts
3in the Dominion; that we created a Suprenie Court; that
rIbere are some serion's objections te the existence and con.
>tinuance of that Court, and Ibat lb cests the country $50,000
ia year. It appears te me that bas nothing te do with the
1question. The real peint is, whether the people desire il.
If they do, there should be sonie tribunal created for the
purpose of carrying mbt effeet these provisions. The lion.
Mlinister of Railways exaggerated, in my humble judg-
ment, bhc difficulties.

Mr. MACKENZIE. Net unusual.
Mr. CAMERON (Huron). Perhaps it is net un-

usu ai. On Ibis occasion, however, thie bon. Minister has
exaggerated bthe difficulties very eensiderably. No man
bas a bigher respect for the eminent abilities of the hon.
member who bas introduced this Bill than I have, and 1t la
quite possible ho would net withdraw from the practice of bis
profession for the small sum of $20,000 a year. But the lien.
jMinister must recolleet that there are in Canada mon just
as eminent in tbe legal profession as the hon. member for
Northi Simcoe. We must rccollect thal the Judges of our
Courts of Appeal in Ontario and Quebec,are men selected from
the best ranks ef the profession on account of their emin ont
abihibies, and these men are wihing te take these positions
at a salary of $5,000 per year; yet the hon. Minister thinks
we cannot gel men able te deal with tbe questions likely te
corne up uuder Ibis Bill at a salary under $ 10,000 or $20,000
a year. The hon. Minister knows well that we can get first-
elass lawyers, bot in Ontario and Quebec, te, occupy
positions in the Supreme Court or Court of Appoal, at
$5,000 per year. The Judges in the Supreme Court beo
are only paid $7,000, and surely bettor mon Ilian tbey are
could net ho desired te sit on the Commission providod for
by Ibis Bill. The hon. gentlem-.n knows well that tho
threo Judges or Commissioners could be obbained at a
salary of net exceeding $15,000O or $20,000 a year alto-
gether. But my lion. friend, in lus Bill, dees net propose
there shaîl be a fixed salary, but ])rovides for paymenl 1)y
focs. To that 1 arn opposed. If tbc Judgos are te be inde-
pendent and above suspicion tbey should lie paid a fixed
salary, as in Enghand, and should net bo open btb te sus-
picion even that tliey might bo influencecl by tlie railwtty
companios, as tbey would be if paid by focs f rorn the rai lwaiy
companies. It may lie quite true that the Bill doos net
provido for some of tlie diffieulhios te which objection is
takon-the difficuit problenis tit are constautly ci-opping
up witb respèet te tbe earrýyingr trade and traffie eve'r Our
Dominion Eailways-but il is anver-y simle matter, if the
Bill la net perfcct in that respect, te makze it per-fect; it iS
an easy matter, if the Bill go!s a second reading, andh is
referrcd te a Special Commitîc, te give that Committee
flt autliorily te deal with every possibhie elasis of cases ti:it
c-an arise between railway cempanies and individuals, o"
between railway companios theniselves. The hon. meniber'

180


