THE MUCH DISCUSSED o
QUESTION OF SETTLEMENT

(Continued from last sveek)

2. Again your correspondent
isks, “Why should the Govern-
nent be asked to do for the fut-
1re or to make nurse-fed settlers
more than was done for the Pion-
ser Settlers?” Here comes in his
nxious and jealous eye—“nurse-
'ed” (a contemptuous epithet) as
f he had much to brag about. A
nan bearing a nam-de-plume for
he sale purpose of attack and not
‘or fair cfiticism id a matter as-
sociated with the general weal
nd the grebtest industry of the
sountry partdRés largely of the
roward or “Bully"—4 prodounteéd
»art of the Germa character—
sertaiiily not Bi‘lhnil 14l Play!
| would recommerid Him to bé
‘feat‘l&Ss, but fair.” This gues-
ion may be answered in several
ways. he real reason 15, be-
sause it is seen that there is not
jufficienit progrbss mads  with
jettlement under the Hoitestead
Act, notwithstanding the amend-
nent that has been made and the
onger it goes on the worse it
will-appear. “The practice is un-
suited to the age which is /one
if rapid progress and activity. We
1ave too many leaving their hold-
ngs, going west or elsewhere;
out, in any case, they do not
‘stay with it.” Now there is no
harm in the Government making
another amendment to the Act
yr making a new one altogether
f it sees it is dutiful and neces-
ary for the general good to do
0. Those who have settled
mder the old Act and who may
srefer to hold their settlemeénts
inder it are welcome and ought
be free to do so withoutgcal-
ing them by approbrious epi hets
yut that need not hinder a better
neasure .being introduced and

d.” In fact your correspou—
state-

mo
- Act. It presumes to
hand fo fiijife set-

by settlers of the kind in ques-
tion, cabins of the usual kind re-
quired by the Act were erected
and some cleanances were affec-
ted. What is the case today? I
will inform him. Commencing on
the river about two miles from
Matheson (and I.meantime say
nothing about the character of
the bridge that crosses the river
near Matheson), there is not now
a seltler oh either side for about
12 miles (i. é; 14 from Matheson);
then ther there is stil] one soli-
tary settler, passing him more
vacancies follow. = The settlers
on the bailks of this river have
left-. thelr .holdings,-- abandosed.
thein, and tHeir sHanties remain
4% weird dionurents of their in-
dustry ahd activity, and which
now .form shelters for the birds
and beasts of the forest, because
thé séttlers could not cdrry out
the conditions imposed on them
by the Act. Were all tHese mén
“badck-farmers” or “poultry far-
mers” and “bird fanciers” and
nothing more? I cannot believe
it. I think they could be quite
as capable, but perhaps they
were not so tricky as your cor-
respondent and as he admits pos-
sibly “90 per cent”.of them had
not “experience and capital"—
especially I say capital and most
of them probably had all the ex-
perience that would be required,
as much- as he had without my
knowing him or them. Does this
experience give any encourage-
ment for the justification of the
hypocritical skout, “stay with it,”
or rather does it not amply justi-
{fy these settlers leaving until
the Act is changed and made so
that men through honest work
and industry may be able to make
the land productive, remunera-
tive, and subservient to the use
of the race—make it possible for
settlers, even . “nurse-fed” ones,
to live comfortably and content-
edly on the land of their adopi-
jon, rather than starve and die?

“For and Against.
3. Your correspondent refers to

Mr. Woods suggestion and gives
‘ghort. shrift. Mr. Woods: is,

t;doubtless, well able fo expiain

aning ‘of his:own’ words;
i reply (Nov: 2). to

Y.
er 1. mtende ‘to-refer to
2 caped me at
: ; ere’ say that



on the land and builds his ca-
bin, resides on the lot for six
months of the year, works upon
it, clears say 3 acres, and cuts
time it is not unreasonable to
suppose that he may have ex-
pended at least $300. From what-
ever cause (ill-health of him-
self or one of his family, or pos-
sibly want of more ready cash
to carry him along, or a bright-
er prospect - perhaps ocering
elsewhere, ect.) the settler may
see it dutiful to consider the pro-
priety of making a change, in
short to leave the lot. He may
not be able to sell or get any-
thing for thr outlay and work
expended thereon. If this be the
case and if Mr. Woods thinks
hte Government ought to refund
him the money he expended, I
confess I have some sympathy,
under  certain circumstances,
with Mr. Woods’ idea, if this is
it—at least 1 sympathize with it
to a certain extent. It is,however
out of the question to think in
such a case that the Govern-
could return the $20.00 and it is
equally hard that the working-
man should lose say $300, worse
still if he has been two years
and spent say another $300, if he
has to lose say $600 or more.

The actual money the Govern-
ment receives is a mere baga-
telle, but the actual money ex-
pended by the workingman is an
item of importance to him, and
while the Government would not
be willing to refund the monies
they receive they should make
a law whereby the lot could be
easily, safely, and legally trans-
ferred so that the workingman
would get a projortion equiva-
lent to the valuation of his
tenant or holder of the lot. For,
the settler enters on an improv-
ed afrm (house, barn, and 10
acres of land ready for tillage)
and a “tab” is kept on the nature
of his work and occupation, his
work and improvements are
properly tabulated and entered
up and these can be easily reck-
oned and valued. If he desires
to leave, another seftler will
readily take his place and allow
fair valuation for tfie iprove-
ments"done. We know this from
the New Zealand ex.penence (see
letter of Oct. 23.)
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