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sound. It is when we try to apply the
principle to what is known to be the prac-
tice at Washington, and, we may add, at
Ottawa and other capitals, that it takes on
the tinge of ircny. **Since 1861,” says 7 ke
Nation, commenting on Senator Hoar's lct-
ter, “ there have bcen twenty-six charges
made in tke tariff, all increases, Now,
nearly every one of these changes was made,
not at the rcquest of 65,000,000 people,
but of emall perties of men, sometimes
solitary individuals, sometimes of delega-
tions representing one industry. Every
one of them Senator Hoar approved of,
etc.” Every reader knows how tccurately
these words describe the process which has
been going on at Ot'awa ever since the Bud-
get was announced, and which is still going
on. No one will suspect us of admiring
the Coxeyite way of atiempting to cqualize
malters cr control national legislaticn. But
if a few hundreds or thousands of Canadian
farmers and other consumers, who felt that
their interests were being overlooked in
the absence of special delegations at Ot-
taws, while the Government and members
are constantly made to feel the influence of
the deputations from the few whose inter-
ests they might believe to be opposed to
their own, should resolve to appear and urge
their views upon the Govcrnment and Com-
mons in person, on what ground could the
right ke denied them %

On what principle can a Government
give repeated audience to the few and deny
it to the many? Is it tkat the larger num-
ber is suggestive of intimidation? Is not
the other equally capable of using intimida-
tion of another kind? One has but to re-
call certain statements which were boldly
made in the Canadian Manufacturer, a year
or two ago, in order to find a suggestive
answer to the question, Of course the far-
mers and other law-abiding citizens of
Canada are not likely to have either the
inclination or the time to go in large bodies
to Ottawa, to lay their views befcre the
Government while Parliament is in session,
But, assuming that there is a cenflict or di-
vergence of views and interests between
them and the proprietcrs of the varicus in-
dustries whore representatives ere 8o much
in evidence at the Capital, and keeping in
mind the great advantage which the latter
conscquently have for impressing their
opinions tipon the law-makers, it seems a
tair question whether the incquality should
not be corrected by a strict adherence to
the principle that the elected representa-
tives of the people are the only proper me-
divm of communication between the Gov-
ernment and the people, at least while Par-
liament is in session. If it is mairtaincd,
on the other hand, that it is the right of
the proprietors of every industry to have
access to the responsible heads of depart-
mente, for the purpose of giving informa-
tion and urging their own views, personally
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or through the medium of chosen agents,
why should it not be cqually the right of
the farmers, tradesmen, etc., to do the same.
1f a dozen, or fifty, proprieters or managers
may have their cause pleadcd by three or
four delegates, why may not ten or a hun-
drcd thousand laborers be represented in
like proportion by a few hundrcds or thou-
sands of their own class ¢ This is a ques-
ticn which is likely to be warmly discussed
across the border in the near future.

The last debate on the Registration Bill
in the Outario Lrgislature, afforded two
curious illustrations of the effect of party
predilections in warping the legic and dull-
ing the moral perceptions of even those
who are, apart from questions which appeal
strongly to party feeling, fair and broad-
minded men. The first case was that of
Mr. Meredith, who, by the way, as Sir
Oliver Mowat observed, has fallen this
session into the habit of applying unusually
strong epithets to his opponents, and has
lost something in dignity and, we venture to
think, in power, by the change. His judi-
cial fairness has always seemed to us hither-
to to be one of his chief sources of strength.
The change may probably be accounted
for by the near approach of the elections,
But that is by the way. The point to which
we refer appears when we place side by
side two parts of his speech. In the first
he says, with great truth and force,
that “it is unfair that a Govern-
ment supportcd in the whole country by a
majority of from 3,000 to 10,000, should
have two-thirds of the members of the
House.” The unfairness is so obvious that
it is hard to sce why a Government and
party containing many good men are not
ashamcd of it. Of course, the old answer,
which is really no answer at all, that the
same unfairness exists to a much greater
degree in the Dominion House, will be «n
the lips of all the Government's supporters,
But while we are in full and bearty sym-
pathy with Mr. Meredith in his denuncia-
tion of this grave abuse, we are taken back

" immediately by his denouncing, in still

stronger language, the means by which the
Government secured a suppoi ter in Toronto,
under the  minority ” system, now aband-
oned. If it is unfair that in the whole
country the Government should have a
majority of supporters out of all proportion
to its majority of electors, it is surely un-
fair that a city containing so large a Liberal
contingent as Toronto should be compelled
to leave that large bedy of its citizens absc-
lutely without representation in Parlia-
ment.

Perhaps a still more marked instance
of dulness of moral vision in a party leader
is contained in the following extract from
the Globe’s report of Sir Oliver Mowat's
reply to Mr. Meredith’s complaint of gerry-
mandering, above referred to: “If a
Government or party, in arranging con-
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stituencies, working in this way fonn;
itself confronted by two arrangeme®
which, party considerations apart, 7}0""
equally good, he did not see why the at
ernment should not select that arrt'wgemvob
which appeared to be most in jts 18

)
The Government had not done £° &1;0"
but he knew of no reason why it st e

not have done so.” That has at 1688
merit of frankness, Let us Suppo® s
parallel case between individuals. It fo
to the lot, let us assume, of & man.v
divide betwecn himself and a busines ) '
certain sums of money or parcels Of progr
erty, of unequal values. Itis pOBSlble
him to so arrange the division the "
chances of each to obtain the more “lu:
parcels will be equal. Tt is also P"_ﬂae
for him to so arrange it, in the exerci® .
his prerogative, that by far the greater & ot
of the property will fall to himself
shculd we think of the man who ing
deliberately adopt the latter coursés 5”]08‘
that if & man had an opportunity tl.‘“s )
ally to get for himself the better mdehould
bargsin, he knew no reason why he B a0
not doso? Weculd not a high-minded i
magranimous man rather feel that tbem "
cumstances were such as appesle ke
powerfully to his sense of honour a.n
every care to see that the distributio? arc-
made with the strictest impartialityq 3669
1y the confessicn, for such we ﬂ".lst \ho
it, of the venerable Premier, constlbute”en
strongest reascn why all such arrange” 1be
ghould be taken out of the hands |
party Government and entrutted 0 81
partial tribunal.

If there were no law and no courts on|‘
collection of debts, we do not suppose JoF
there would be an end of all busines trinly
actions on credit, but they would celt:con-
be very much rarer than under }?esen ach”
ditions, by which the most ¢ ffective w "
inery is provided for the collec tion © o
of every size, from a few cents up to abe
dreds of thousands of dollare. IB th;i be
gence of such machinery, credit ¥o! 0D
given only when there was full conﬁd‘msking
the personal integrity of the persor anab“’
it. No amount of property wou
a man to obtain goods without
from a merchant or ¢ ther business malh of
less the reputation of the buyer fcr
able dealing were well establish
things now are, confidence in the by
borrower’s integrity counts for & 80° Jos®
but probably in most cases for mue
than confidence in his financial strep8 ¢hat?
business capacity. The dealer kn?w;ebtof
under ordinary circumstances, if hie s
fails to keep his engagemonts, Be o
cover his own by process of 18¥ roed
would it be for the good of all conc_on o
were all legal provision for the C°llecmb s
debts done away with and the whole sl
ness carried on, so far as carried O% 2 ity
on the basis of trust in the financi® aeivm’
and the personal integrity of the r

paye’
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