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THE FUTURE 0F THE TARIFE

HICHE VER party is in the majority after the General Election
on Monday next, ýit seems reasonably certain that the tariff

will not be greatly affected. In the West, ýthe Hon. Frank'Oliver
and ýother speakers have been ýcreating the impression that if the

Conservatives were returned ta power higher duties would be placed
on impiements, woollens and binider twine. Mr. Oliver hias some

basis for his argument, but it is doultful if the Conservatives ýseriously
contemplate going s0 far as he intimates. The agricultural impie-
ment people are nat suffering, and binder-twine is an article not Made
eintirely from 'Canac4ian raw material. T1here is no great reason for

an increase of duties on these two items. As for woollens, the case is
open ta argument. As pointed out a fortnight ago in this journal,
some woollen industries are doing well and some are not. A general
increase in woollen duties is out of the question, though one or two
lines may require attention. At the meetings in Wolseley, Saskc.,
and other places one of the mottoes displayed was "A vote for Laurier
is a vote against Protection." At best, this is only "approximately"
true. In other words, it mîgh't possibly came true, but it is more
lîkely to be false.

The editor of the Toronto Star, in a leading editorial of the issue
of the l7th, deýclared that if t'he Conservatives came inta power thecy

experts. They are prepared ta see the tariff taken out of politics
altogether. This would flot be the case, was there any deep-seated
desire or hope that in the near future important changes would be
made. The present tariff is moderately protectionist and any changes
required in it are only such as may be necessary to bring it up to date
in its classifications and ta make it, more scientifie in its application.
New methods of supplying old wants and the constant, persistent
change in manufacturing conditions, make tariff revisions periodicallv
necessary, but tariff revisions need not necessarily result in higher
customs duties.

QUEEN'S AND THE CHURCH.Q UEEN'S University and the Presbyterian 'Church must ultimately
separate, though that separation can neyer be more than

nominal. A church university may have an arts course in connection
with its divinity work, but it canncA properly have a pedagogical, a
metdical or an applied science faculty. As the resuit of a protest by
Mr. (now Sir) Mortimer Clarke at the Presby'terian General Assemably
of 1892, the tru-stees of Queen's voluntarily gave the churçh a veto
upon ail theological appointments, but for a quarter of a century the
church has refused ta recognise any responsibility for the University
as a whole. Thus "the Presbyterian University" lias been such only
in namne. Its denominational character has, however, been sufficient
to prevent the Ontario Government extending ta it such aid as it gave
ta the University of Toronto, a purely ýprovincial institution. The
biographers of Principal Grant declare 'that hie "came at last to feel
that it was 'best ta sever a connection which had become nominal and
to make the constituition of the university representative of the work.
it was doing." They quote an expression of opinion written by him-
in the Queen's Quarterly of October, 1900, in confirmation of this
statement. In 1901, a change was made with the consent of the
Assemrbly, and a new constitution alopted. Divinity Hall was to be
erected into a separate coilege, placed under the direct contrai of the
church, and -affiliated with the university. A -bill was prepared for


