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316 1Je ntroluced in the Oatirio Lqgisiature

by tiie Pfrmier ta establish an offi,ýiai B )ard

ir o Arbitr&tio, with speciai Cotincils af Con-

ciation, is a distinct advance in this dirac-
t'on, W'e are far fromn intimitingr Chat, iii

Our" OPjflj0 , this fact c )nde uns 'Che BUil

be it quite tol lae in the diy to think L)
cd" auy me.%gure simply by stigmatiz-

g1 it aq 80ciaisic or communistie, in its

Principlus Or tenlencies. TOe cru nal quýs-
tions are now ganerally seen to ho, Lt the
ueaure lecessary Wili it operate ta pro-

"ote industriai p3,ace and prevent tho great

d inury toCOfniunities whic'e re 3ults from the
d, g3le b3tween eployer ivid umployees ?

Wlhat i8this but a recogîiition af the prin.

It Cple htthe interests af the comrnunity 0"

lh h ;tt inl tu b, hpld piram3unt in every
'086;inote words that the greatest g Od

t. f the greatest number must, be the ru1ing
"sideration in law-making. If the pow er

e o f th law May ibe invoked ta put an end

ao quarrol butween two or a doz ýn or a
audred naIn who are sedding ta settie by

ltrOf phyaical strength some question
of rlgiit or wrong b3tween th3.ni, why should
te 88am1e law have les3 riglit ta interfere in

r ouWt~8 of another kind, such as that in-
rved" ini the strike or the lockout, which
t ny be6 inflicting mucli greater and more

t *d8ra iljiiry upon the community,

e oralIy as W,11 as financially ?h

C A. g00d deal is said in the discussion af

't 9Ch iutters about the sacred righit af free-
dom~ Of Contract. The fact is that no suffici-

r eut reaOn can be given why the inexorable

lwWhich Inakes a large surrender of the
4't'1r11 rights and liberties of the indivi-

a necessary condition af tlic

edscevof the benefits af organ-

80etv, should nlot b.- recogyniu.d

w extenidîng ta the industrial sphere,
el as ta the civil, or social, or any other.

1ý th:t viwe shall gradually bucome used
t' hatV'laiO the matter and govern aur-
b e v ' a c c o r d in g ly . F r t h eu r s n t l

'eilto n the direction indicated is ne-
re111ily cautiaus and in a large measure

futllî The Gavernment Bill is care-

irpYdawn and wiii no doubt bg further

rleg im Y discussion in the Huse. The
.i10 "'POF'Bbility ai enforcing the de-
Of a court in a case in which large

"Ubers, ar men are concurned lias often
rged as a fatal objection ta ail logis-

latq br %ff(tig strikes. A recent order iii-
b'i -ude Jenkins, ai the United States
CutCourt, approving the action af the

etlXr af the Northurn Pacific Railrad
%eV~ Ui 'gtewages ai the uaiployecs by

the en anOe.haîî pr cent., andi rut training

Chatemployuee irom striking, if valid, shows
Sprat<octive legisiation and the inter yen-

Of aria trba ar ede o
tePote matialtiuaorenee o

as i'thati0f af employeca quite as much
t ef uiployers.

'lýiero i

etof01)prasarnoe room for differ-
P ri linrespect tothe Bill for the
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exemption ai homestuads f romi forcud sales,

which is anothur of the Govurnnmett mua

sures now before the Ontario Legisiature.

Yet the weight ai argument wili probablY

bu largely in favor ai the principle of the

Bill, whatever difliculty may bu found in

agreeing uipon details. There are few more

touching sîghts Chari that af, say, an aged

couple wha, aitur long years ai steady tail,

find thumselvcs, possibly througli lack oi

wîsdom on thoir own part, but quite as pas-

sibly tlirough thu operatian ai causes whicli

it was beyond thoeir power ta foresue or con-

traI, left in their aid age witliout a roof ta

cover their heads, or a rood ai land ta cal

thoir awn. Thli ready abjection ta sucli

legislation as that proposed, that it is calcu-

lated ta put a premium upon raslinuss in

businesa, and upon incurring debt without

the means ai paying, is easily answered by

the consideration that the caution ai busi-

ness men in giving credit will increase in at

least equal ratio with the difflculty in collect-

ing dcbts by legal proceas. From this paint

ai view thure is no little force, in the argu-

ments ai those wha maîntain that the facili-

ties for callecting debts by barsh legal pro-

cesses are altogether fao great for the gaa(l

ai the community. Certainly these facili-

ties arc largely responsible for the abuse ai

the credit system, whîcb is, undoubtgdly, an

enemy ai tlift and a cause of niuch needless

poverty and distyess.

Nuxt ta the Tarifi Bill, the most impor-

tant question now under discussion in the

United States is that ai the Income Tax.

The Forumi for Mardi cames ta hand with

twa articles upon tic subject, onu by D)avid

A. Wells, iii opposition ta thc tax ; the

other by Hon. U. S. Hall, in its support.

Onu peculiarity with regard ta tic incarne

tax is that, uven ai those wia arc oppoaptd

ta it in practice, înost admit nat only that

it is sound in principlu, but that theoreti-

cally considered, a system which ruquires

ail citizena ta cantriboute for the expensus

af govuramunt in proportion ta their in-

carnes is the fairubt ai ail systems ai taxa-

tion. Mr. Wells, it is truc, is nat wiliing

ta admit this with reference ta the particu-

lar Bill naw before the Sunate. Uc objet

ta it on principle, bucause it discriminatus

between classes by excmpting tic very large

numbers ai citi-ý-i-s whose incarnes are iuss

than $4,000 a yuar. Just at this point

emerges a direct question ai what we may

cali the ethics ai taxation, between Mr.

Wells and Mr. Hall. Thc former is ai

opinion that the exemption ai uven the

poorust citizen csn bu justified only on the

ground ai dliarity. Hence lic scouts the

idea that a citizen wliose incarne reprusents

a capital ai iromn $80,000 ta $ 133,000, ac-

cording ta tAie rate at which inturest is

reckoned, cati bu considere I a proper ab-

ject ai ciarity. Mr. Hall, an thec ther

hand, while admitting that thc maximum ai

$4,000 is considerably larger than is needcd

ta, rupresetit the actul cor3t ai a carniartable

maintenance for a family oi average size,

maintaîns that a tax can righteously bu

levied anly on that portion ai thu citizen'a

incarne which is over and above the surn

nuedud for the corofortablu support ai lis

farnily.

The difference which arises at this point

is clearly a radical anc. In Mr. Wells' eyus

the systemn which discriminates agaînst the

ridli in favor ai the poar, or thosu in vury

moderate circumstances, is tingad with soci-

alism and is indefensible on the ground af

justice and fair-play. IlAny gavernmuent,"

lic says, Il whatever naine it may assume, is

a despotism, and commits acts ai flagrant

spoliation, if it grants exemption or exact-t

a greater or less rate from one man than

from anatiier man, on ac.-ount of the one

owning or liaving in his possession more or

leas af the samne class of property whidha is

subjected to the tax." Mr. Hall, on the

other liand, while disclaiming any sympa-

thy witli socialismn or demagogy, distinctly

argues that the wealth of the country

shauld hplp ta bear the burduns ai the

country, a position which derives additionai

strength fromn the fact that the expenses ai

governinent are largely incurred for the pro-

tection of praperty. Hie dous not note,

liowever, the obviaus fact whidli we have

before pointed out, that an this

principle the tax ta bu logical should bu

graduated. On any ground which justifies

tAie exemption ai the citizen whose incarne

is less than $4,000 and taxes him wliose in-

carne is $8,000, it should tax at a niuch

higher rate the man whoseincomeis $16,000

than lis neighbour whosc incarne is $S8,-

000.

But the chief objetions which are urged

by Mr. Wells against the incarne tax are

directly practical, and it must bu adrnittud

that they are in the main far from flatter-

in- ta his fellaw-citizens. He contends Chat

an incarne tax is undésirable becausu the

people intensuly dialike personal (the Sup-

remne Court lias ducided, it seerns, that an

iricare tax is not a direct tax) taxation iii

any farm ; that its successful working te-

quires the use ai arbitrary and inquisitorial

muthods and agencies sudh as are, lie thinks,

antagonistic ta and incompatible witli the

principles and maintenance ai a free gov-

ernmunt; that it is rot absolut3ly ru-

quired in the UJnited States at the pre3ent

juncture, ta muet the nucussities oi the ad-

ministration; and that,. in thu words ai Mr.

Gladstone, an incarne tax "'dous more than

any other tax te demoralize and corrupt the

people." The obvious rejoîndur ta mast of

these arguments is Chat the saine objec-

tions wiil hold gaad against any systemn af

taxation which doces not permit the accumu-

lating millions oi the miserly boarder ta go

scot frc. But wc have statud same ai the

points of this inturesting discussion, not ta

analyze them, for which aur space is wholly

inaduquate, but ta presunt the salient points

of a discussion on a question af vital im-

portance ta uvery self-governing people.


