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it is resented by some employers, and that we our 
selves have lost valuable and mtluc.it,a support m 
consequence oi that legislation. It that be rut 1
cret it, and 1 think it is due to misapprehension. 1 uo
not believe that any employer, any kindly-hearted an 

employer, would say that the old system 
in which an honest and in-

4"
number of years, the official statistics show 

two-thirds of what Great llritain imports 
materials out of the manufac-

jge of a 
that about 
from the States

oi which she makes considerable profits and nc- 
111 Lrv articles of food. It would be indeed alarm- 1 generous
Z .M'reat Bntain were so impecunious that she ^by no fault of hi. own might not 
could not pay for raw materials and needful food . , ,)c objected to pain and suffering, but might 

financial embarrassment! Although an Am- hav,e becomc (or himself and his family a suppliant 
hanking journal declares “this cannot go on for parish relief because he was deprived of cmploy- 

thcre is no sign at present of its continu ment. 1 will go further, and 1 will say that, as 
1 1 I know, there are very few generous and propir-

spirited employers who would ever allow their work­
ing people to suffer in such a manner. But it the 
old system under which that was possible was to be 
altered, what alternative was there? 1 here was only 

the WORKMEN S COMPENSATION ACT. 1 ,.no alternative suggested, and that was the alternative 
™ „ tI I known as Mr. Asquith’s Bill; and as to Mr. Asquith s
Mr Chamberlain on the Cost of Insurance. I j.ju although I believe it was brought in by that gen-

w r-r - - “ »«;—7''77' ;»■
tilitv insurance necessary, let loose a Hood of sttg- rt("rmrr yet , sav that Bill was a mistake from the 
nrstiotf to employers of labour, hints to workmen, firM ,j„c tn ttle last, and that if it had been carried it 
,ml complaints from insurance brokers and agents Wlllll,| have placed upon the shoulders of the employ­
er line reduced rates of commissions. In the vrs a much greater charge than any we have placée, 

Zewlt heated discussions as to what constituted a while it would have done mfuutely less good to any 
Ptarge for covering risks under the Workmens | "f the working men. # , ,

Compensation Act, the insurance experts very 
ally resented the somewhat irritating assumption by 
Mr. Chamberlain of superior knowledge upon a ques­
tion which only time and experience can answer, and

doubtless gatlier-

lijare raw

without 
crican
alee'firing many years having created any embar- 

financial conditions in either country.ring

I
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“Now. 1 believe that a great deal of the opposition 
to our Uill due entirely to the idea that the cost of 
it will he excessive «an<l will he intunous to trade. Tn 
the course of discussion in the House of Commons 
we were opposed chiefly from the other side of the 
House and chiefly by large capitalists and employers. 
\niong them were two who were especially prominent 

gjr Joseph Pease and Mr. Bainhridge. both large 
coal owners. They told the House of Commons again 
and again that if this Bill were passed it would ruin 

.... , , , „ , , , the small coal owners. Thcv did not care about them-
spirit. I hat the celebrated Secretary of State for the I ^vfs |mt would ruin the small coal owners, because 
Colonies remains far from convinced that the actuar- j( wnÿj,| imposr a tax of at least 3d. t>er ton. and I 
its and insurance managers are better qualified than tbjnk they once urged that it might even rise to M ^ 
ko is to adjust premium rates in connection with the tinon the cost of getting coal? What are the facts

v "«4>" 7k 7'r,,ÎS»sLmS£SiS!’<X£img a large meeting tn the Free lrade Hall at Man- ^ ^ ,ltl„.r business, and we were prepared to sav 
Chester, on the 15th ultimo, Mr. t hamberlam referred | v,laf )|l(, (.ns, vvml1,| tie likely to be upon any business

We said the cost on coal

natur-

jhout which trained actuaries 
ing all the information obtainable since the law be 

iperative. The insurance companies’ champii 
Mr. Chamberlain's harsh criticism of the 

named by them for the unknown risks with

are

in­carne 1 Ireplied to 
rates

new

at great length to the Workmen's Compensation Act.
He not only re-iterated his belief in the accuracy of 

the calculations of cost of insurance made by the 
Home Secretary and himself, but lie also advised 
manufacturers to take the "risk" themselves, or to 
join in mutual insurance rather than to pay the rates 
asked by insurance companies. '1 he speech in ques­
tion ought to prove very interesting to insurance of­
ficials. employers of labour, and C anadian admirers of 
the gifted Colonial Secretary, and we, therefore, re­
produce the following extracts. Mr. Chamberlain 
said :—

“The Workmen’s Compensation Act is an 
which has established for the first time the principle 
that when a man is injured in the ordinary course of 
his employment without willful misconduct on his own 
part lie is entitled to charge the compensation for that 
injury as a liability upon the business in which if took 
place 1 do not think that any one will deny that the 
establishment of that principle is an enormous boon 
In the working classes of this country. I am told that

that might be named to us. .
would not exceed id. per ton, and we believe it would 
be less Now T will tell voit something. There is a 
great institution which is called the Northumberland 
and Durham Miners' Relief Fund. After this Art was 
passed. T gather from their report that they made 
, ffor to the coal owners in the district, among whom 
is Sir 1 Pease, to take the whole of the responsibilities 
imon themselves for seven-tenths of a penny per ton. 
That is less than three farthings a ton. and the em- 
I,lovers refused it T sttpnose because they thought it 
loo much. I call upon Fir Joseph Pease and Mr. 
Bainhridge to give, as T think thev will feci it is due to 
their own honour to give, some explanation of the 
pv.ormotiF exnnrprration which thcv were (nuitv iti 
it - House (,f Commons when thev declared that this 
Pill would cost id. or fid a ton. T give voit that il­
lustration clueflv to show that these calculations were 

Thev have been nroved to be correct in 
Tnbc the cotton trade T thought *hat
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*'r-iimte
o*her trades . ,

.1C cost in ordinary weaving or sntnnm" establish­
ments would be bexveen is and at the outside 2«. ner 

T believe the employers, should

1

i rent, on the wages.
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