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t;e:h:‘{::’du.ced in the Ouatario Legislature
of Al‘bitri['mer to. establif;h an offi :ial Borard
ciliation, § lon, 'Wl.th special Cot{ncils.of Con-
tion, V,V: a distinct ad\.ran.ce in this dire.c-
our °pinioare ft.xr from intimating tbat,‘m
it quite 'tla this ff\cb ¢onde nas the Bill,
condenys 0> late in the day to think 6>
ing it 5q :n)t Tea'sure gimply by stigmatiz-
P'incip]es Oclalistic, c?r communistic, in its
fong gy ;Jr tendencies. Tae cruial quss-
S neOW generally'se.en to be, Is the
moteind“:e.ssary? Will it operate to pro-
injury o) rial paace and' prevent the great
Mrug lao mmunities which results fromthe
3;is thf’tw%n employer and employees !
 that tl}: l?llt a recogaition of the prin-
the stasq . ® Interests of the commuaity or
e iy otlllmt be held piramount in every
of the grot er words that the greatest grod
idoras; est. number must be the ruling
of the Jpu on in law:nlaking. If the power
to s gy may be invoked to put an end
arrel between two or a doz:n or a

h

u
a ;:;i;leif mel:l Vf'ho are secking to settle by
of right orp yaical strength some question

¢ tag | wrong batween thsm, why should
3 conteys :fw have lesa. right to interfere in
Yolveq 1, thanoth'er kind, such as that in-
May b, inﬂ? .st,rlke or the lockout, which

i e8proad l?tl’ng much greater and more
Worally 5 Injury upon the community,

well as financially ?
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A .
fue 8ood deal is said in the discussion of

mat:
om of ct-elt‘s about the sacred right of free-
On m e i
eut renne ract. The fact is that no suffici-

8% whi h °an be given why the inexorable
Daturg) c' makes a large surrender of the
dug} rights and liberties of the indivi-

oy, necessary  condition of the
fzeq BBITt of the benefits of organ-
Oclety, should not be recognized

ag w:(lt::‘:mg ‘90‘ .the industrial sphere,

© doupy o the civil, or social, or any other.
0 thyt viewe shall gradually become used
Selvey 5, v o.f the matter and govern our-
logig cordingly,  For the present, all

ation i v
°e!sarily°n In the direction indicated is ne-
cau
teut&ti\re.

.u“y drawn

tious and in a large measure
The Government Bill is care-
nnDPOVed b anfi Will. no doubt bs further
allegeq iy y d.ls.cl‘lssmn in the House. The
tisig o POBBlbxh.ty of enforcing the de-
ny ers 0‘: court in a case in which large
ey Urged men are concerncd has often
ation 4 ec;s a fs?.tal objection to all legis-
8ue v3 ng strikes. A recent order is-
Circuii (')“dge Jenkins, of the United States
.“’eeivemo:frt' approving the action of the
in g, acin the Northern Pacific Railroad
%ven anq 8the wages of the cmployees by
the oy i1 one-half per cent., and re: training
that pr§t°y‘?eﬁ from striking, if valid, shows
tiop . Sctive logislation and the interven-
& prot:c:.mpartial tribunal are needed for
8 o 1on of employess quite as much
At of employers.

here :
noq 4 o ,ls’_Pe!‘haps, gome room for differ-
Plnion in respect to the Bill for the
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exemption of homesteads from forced sales,
which is another of the Government mea
sures now before the Ontario Legislature.
Yet the weight of argument will probably
be largely in favor of the principle of the
Bill, whatever difliculty may be found in
agreeing upon details. There are few more
touching sights than that of, say, an aged
couple who, after long years of steady toil,
find themselves, possibly through lack of
wisdom on their own part, but quite as pos-
sibly through the operation of causes which
it was beyond their power to foresee or con-
trol, left in theirold age without a roof to
cover their heads, or a rood of land to call
their own. The ready objection %o such
legislation as that proposed, thatit is calcu-
lated to put apremium upon rashness in
business, and upon incurring debt without
the means of paying, is easily answered by
the consideration that the caution of busi-
ness men in giving credit will increase in at
least equal ratio with the difficulty in collect-
ing debts by legal process. From this point
of view there is no little force in the argu-
ments of those who maintain that the facili-
ties for collecting debts by harsh legal pro-
cesses are altogether too great for the good
of the community. Certainly these facili-
ties are largely responsible for the abuse of
the credit system, which is, undoubtedly, an
enemy of thrift and a cause of much needless
poverty and distress.

Next to the Tariff Bill, the most impor-
tant question now under discussion in the
United States is that of the Income Tax.
The Forwm for March comes to hand with
two articles upon the subject, one by David
A. Wells, in opposition to the tax; the
other by Hon. U. 8. Hall, in its support.
One peculiarity with regard to the income
tax is that, even of those who are opposgd
to it in practice, most admit not only that
it is sound in principle, but that theoreti-
cally considered, a system which requires
all citizens to contribute for the expenses
of government in proportion to their in-
comes is the fairest of all systems of taxa-
tion, Mr. Wells, it is true, is not willing
to admit this with reference to the particu-
lar Bill now before the Senate. He objects
to it on principle, because it discriminates
between classes by exempting the very large
numbers of citizens whose incomes are less
than $4,000 a year. Just at this point
emerges a direct question of what we may
call the ethics of taxation, between Mr,
Wells and Mr. Hall. The former is of
opinion that the exemption of even the
poorest citizen can be justified only on the
ground of charity. Hence he scouts the
idea that a citizen whose income represents
a capital of from $80,000 to $133,000, ac-
cording to the rate a% which interest is
reckoned, can be considerel a proper ob-
ject of charity. Mr. Hall, on the cther
hand, while admitting that the maximum of
$4,000 is considerably larger than is needed
to represent the actual cost of a comfortable
maintenance for a family of average size,
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maintains that a tax can righteously be
levied only on that portion of the citizen's
income which is over and above the sum
peeded for the comfortable support of his
family.

The difference which arises at this point
isclearly a radical one. In Mr. Wells' eyes
the system which discriminates against the
rich in favor of the poor, or those in very
moderate circumstances, is tingad with soci-
alism and is indefensible on the ground of
justice and fair-play. * Any government,’”
he says, ¢ whatever name it may assume, is
a despotism, and commits acts of flagrant

" spoliation, if it grants exemption or exacts

a greater or less rate from one man than
from another man, on account of the one
owning or having in his possession more or
less of the same class of property which is
subjected to the tax.” Mr. Hall, on the
other hand, while disclaiming any sympa-
thy with socialism or demagegy, distinctly
argues that the wealth of the country
should help to bear the burdens of the
country, a position which derives additional
strength from the fact that the expenses of
government are largely incurred for the pro-
tection of property. He does not note,
however, the obvious fact which we have
before pointed out, that on this
principle the tax to be logical should be
graduated. On any ground which justifies
the exemption of the citizen whose income
is less than $4,000 and taxes him whose in-
come is $8,000, it should tax at & much
higher rate the man whoseincomeis$16,000
than his neighbour whose income is 33,
000.

But the chief objections which are urged
by Mr. Wells against the income tax are
directly practical, and it must be admitted
that they are in the main far from flatter-
ing to his fellow-citizens. He contends that
an income tax is undésirable because the
people intensely dislike personal (the Sup-
reme Court has decided, it seems, that an
income tax is not a direct tax) taxation in
any form ; that its successful working re-
quires the use of arbitrary and inquisitorial
methods and agencies such as are, he thinks,
antagonistic to and incompatible with the
principles and maintenance of a free gov-
ernment; that it is not absolutzly re-
quired in the United States at the present
juncture, to meet the necessities of the ad-
ministration ; and that,,in the words of Mr.
Gladstone, an income tax *‘ does more than
any other tax to demoralize and corrupt the
people.” The obvious rejoinder to most of
these arguments is that the same objee-
tions will hold good against any system of
taxation which does not permit the accumu-

lating millions of the miserly hoarder to go
scot frec. Buat we have stated some of the
points of this interesting discussion, not to
analyze them, for which our space is wholly
inadequate, but to present the salient points

of a discussion on a question of vital im-
portance to every gelf-governing people.



