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l:!ii,;za%mhibit strikes to the injury of
Wthey, w: *lind the public-, 'Witl.mut going
'°'kingmenud be gross injustice to the
Betey o th. It would put them at the
of the allee em.ployerf;.- .\Ve say nothi.ng
e |g e aged 1mp?881b\lxty of enforcing
itieg nag n“ those hinted at. The author-
ador g hOt be able to imprison ten thou-
ing t, wOrkunbdrEd thousand men for refus-
czen of’ “t"ihey can impriéon one or
Wount g 4 their lea.ders, which would
050 w le same thfng in the end. But
ong sideubd be .to disarm the_ combatants
ﬁveweﬁpon y t-&klng away their only effec-
fal} Posges ) While leaving their opponents in
0wy toﬁlon of the. mort destructive arms
Bangt 1, :‘od.em industrial wz?rfare. It
thoughtful t:ﬂled by the fair-minded and
Biveg ¢ e &1 ?t the p.ossession of capital
7 mg Il]p oyers an immense advantage.
'°"lbly¥ Close .thell‘ works and live com-
IOng enwolan indefinite length of time,
v misﬂio§ to starve every employee into
g » on the profits which they have

o
oy Y means of the labour of these same

0
chyees' The only means within the

tor QOf labour with which to meet the
by, ;ccuf_mllated capital is combined
Wiog of woo:l:nd the widest possible combin-
Compy] cach men of all trades and grades,
bagjq with little group to fight out its own
th and Its own employers, and you tie
theirom s ﬁ?f }abourers, take from them

eir fze ective weapon, and reduce them
the °Pe,a;mer condition of serfdom through
Petitiop, on of the merciless law of com-

i .Ta(l)(:i inr illustration the present strike,
“ingguna The Pullman employees are
on} . Bder what they claim was to be
e, O“‘tPOrary reduction of wages, to the
Gmawemy’ thirty, cr forty per cent.
nd a return, which they say had

"N prom;
Yoy " Wiged thew, to the former scale, or
Ao, PProach to it
°8lng )
“05

that The company refuses,
Son ¢ they are even now working at
e doiy ery car they make, and have
Vidg emplg 80 for some time, simply to pro-
Tlueg ¢, ?)ylflem-, for their men. The men
Y sayg eh‘f"ﬁ the statement. The com-
fag %p 1 With apparent fairness: ‘ You
Yelvgy, Eg;nt a committee from among your-
Sup }, o we will allow them to inspect
The me:’ and see that we speak the truth.”
b"ﬂk. e _Teply in effect: ‘“ We are not
f"ﬂtt P’ng experts, and are not compe-
11.1 thyy, ‘:Scover the actual state of affairs
oy ¢, N 8. But we will submit the ques-
h&rbitrrblt‘r&tion.” The company refuse
fy it:te, saying that there is nothing
Whepy, 0TS to settle, save the question
Ming ) they shall continue to work ata
"‘Hnds 88, for the sake of meeting the de-

0 .
tory th&‘f their employees. The men re-
°°ﬂtinue; 8 far ag appears, the company
d*ud O pay its eight per cent. divi-

f‘“ix, ’ at; there is, moreover, to offset any
d“(‘-tiun i In the price of cars, a great re-
0 the cost of manufacture, etc.,
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and ask why, if the facts be as alleged the
company need hesitate to arbitrate, seeing
that no arbitrators would decide that they
should be required to do anything so un-
reasonable as that demanded of them, if
their statements are frank and full. Now
it is evidently useless at this stage of the
industrial problem to repeat the old plati-
tudes about the right of the company to
manage its own affairs and the right of the
men to quit their employment if they are
dissatisfied. Many of the men would no
doubt say : “ This means that we shall, after
long years of hard labour in the service of
the company, which has made its wealth
out of the profits derived from such labour,
consent to suffer either slow starvation in
the employ of the company which has grown
rich on the products of our toil, or speedy
starvation by quitting its employment with
the probability of being unable to find work
elsewhere.,” Left to settle the question be-
tween themselves and their employees the
company would make short work of it.
This would, evidently, be the result of such
leg slation as is being proposed. The sum
of the whole matter is that such strikes
must be stopped for the sake of civilization
and progress, but cannot be stopped by
simply throwing the workingmen back upon
the old inexorable law of supply and de-
mand. That law is outgrown and must be
superseded by something better. Whether
that something is compulsory arbitration in
gome form, in spite of all the difficulties
which surround it, or some wiser alterna-
tive, is the question of the hour.

IS THIS FAIRLY PUT?

Once upon a time there was a certain
country which was ruled by a Government,
a House ¢f Representatives elected by the
people, and an Upper House or Senate
whose mewbers were appointed by the
Government, The Government was respon
gible to the House of Representatives, and
could continue in oftice only so long as it
had the support of a majority of these re-
A certain member of the
member of

presentatives,
Government, and a certain
Senate, were, at the time of which we are
spesking, members of a certain company
organized for the construction of a certain
railway. The Senator was president of the
company and the Minister one of its share-
holders. The terms upon which this com-
pany agreed to build the railway were that
they should receive as payment all the
money which had been voted, or which
might thereafter be voted by the House
of Representatives in aid of the construction
of the railway, it being a constitutional
law or usage that no such money grant
could be voted unless introduced and re-
commended by the Government. The com-
pany in question afterwards transferred
its contract for the building of the road to a
certain contractor, on condition that he
would not only build the road onthe terms
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agreed on by the company, that is to say,
for the subsidies received and to be received
from the Government and Parliament, but
that he should further reimburse the ccm-
pany for expense already incurred to the
extent of some hundreds of thousands of
dollars. The company, on its part, bound
itself to do its utmost to obtain further sub-
sidies from the Government. Soon after
this arrangement had been completed a
general election was being held. The Min-
ister in question, being also as aforesaid a
sharcholder of the company epoken of, and
g0 a party to its engagements, applied to
the Senator in question, the President of
the Company, for financial aid in carrying
on the election, so as to assure the triumph
of his, the Minister’s party and policy.
Thereupon the Senator gave him a very
handsome contribution for the purpose.
This sum he immediately handed over to
the treasurer of the Party fund, and after-
wards, at various dates, during the progress
of the contest, drew upon said treasurer for
large sums as they were required for the
use of the Party in the election struggle.

Time passed. The Party to which the
Minister and the Senator belonged were
cuccessful in the contest. During the next
three or four years the Government of which
the Minister was a member proposed aund
Parliament voted varicus large sums as
additional subsidics to the road in question,
until the total amount of subsidies thus
voted was over a quarter of a million of dol-
lare. These various subsidies were paid
to the order of the Senator in question, he
heing the chief shareholder, a8 well as the
President of the company charged with the
construction of the road.

Time passed. The Opposition by some
menns succeeded in bringing to light the
fasts above briefly stated, with many others
of somewhat similar character, which we
need not stay to particularize. These facts
were brought prominently to the notice of
the House of Commons or representatives,
and the representatives asked to express
their disapproval. The Minister in question
there upon arose in his place, admitted the
general facts above gtated, aflirmed that he
had done no wrong in accepting the large
gum above mentioned from a party friend,
and that the money had been used for legi-
timate party purposes. He further declared
that he would not hesitate to do the same
thing again, in similar circumstances. The
majority of the representatives of the people,
including his colleagues on the Ministerial
benches, applauded his declaration and
endorsed his position by their votee. This
must mean that the transaction,as described,
provided we have described it truthfully
and without exaggeration or distortion, as
we have tried to do, was, in their opinion,
a proper and unobjectionable one.

Are the people of Canada, for the par-
able is for them, ready to accept the judg-
ment of the majority of their elected repre-
sentatives ¢ Do they regard the transaction



