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is, for the present at least, obviously im-
practicable. It is impracticable either be-
cause the people in any given community
cannot trust themselves to select and place
at the head o! affairs their most compe-
tent and trustworthy men, or because the
most competent and trustworthy men in
the States canno tbe trusted to devise and
operate a system of the ounly kind worthy
of an enlightened and Christian eommun-
ity. Otherwise a solvent of the difficulty
might soon be found in some socialistic
system, either of Government control, or
of State ownership and management of all
the great sources of national wealth. As
it is, it is not easy to see why, even from
the point of view of the protectionist, 1t
would not be both safer and more effect-
ive for the Government to take power to
fix maximum prices in the case of protected
combinatjons than to threaten such com-
binations with the abolition of the tariff
and the letting lose upon them of the dogs
of free competition. The former method
could always be made successful; the lat-
ter often fails to prevent gross extortion
from the consuming public. The admission
that free trade is nota panacea for all
geonomic jll¢ is not at all Inconsistent
iwith our view that it is the only poiley
worthy" of a free people.

We are not sure that Hon. C. H. Reeve,
jin the American Journal of Politics, does
not enunciate a valuable principle in his
proposal to make @ clear distinetion Dbe-
tween individuals and corporations In
economic legislation. “While rightly leav-
ing individuals free to buy and-sell in the
labour marke}, he would have all eorpor-
ations subject to regulations specially
made for the protection of the employee
and consumer and all concerned. A special
feature of such legislation he would make
the preservation of the individual respon-
sibility of each member, Thus, inatead of
a corporation being an entity without a

.soul, he would have it henceforth a thing

made up of as many responsible souls as
there were individuals composing it. The
further postulate that the State which
creates the corporation has the right to

"say upon whati conditions o charter shall

be given it, and to retain all the power
of control necessary to the protection of
the rights of individuals and of the pub
lic ih all their relations to it, is one which
no one can well refuse to grant. Yet it
is one which might enable the State to
bold a key by which many at least of the
problems created by combines and trusts
and strikes could be solved off-hand.

THE RIGHTS OF PARLIAMENT.

The Opposition at Ottawa did well to
be somewhat indignant at the way in
which not only the House of Commons bat
the people of Canada have been treated
by the Government in the matter of the
Washington Reciprocity Conference. It
does certainly seem a little too bad that
it 18 not till two years after the event
that Parliament and the public are per-
mitted to know that a full record of the
proceedings at that conference is in pos-
gession of the Government. Whatever may
have been the exact terms in which- the
repeated inquiries for fuller and more def-
inite informatton touching the dlscussions
which took place at that time between
the representatives of the two Govern-
ments may have been from time to time
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any;werefl, there can be no doubt, that
the impression was conveyed to all inter-
ested that no record of those discussions
was kept. The absence of such record was
obviously the only thing which could have
justified the Minister of Finance in draw-
ing upon his personal recollections of what
took place on that occasion in order to
furnish himseif with material for defence
against those who challenged the acts or
policy of the Government in the matter,
without affording the Meimnbers of the
House the means of comparing those re-
collections with an -awthentic record, or
of studying the statements recalled in
their relationto the context. The impart-
ial onlooker cowld not help feeling sur-
prised at the time that Mr. Foster could
have deemed it congistent either with the
courtesy of debate, or with common falr-
ness, to use for his own purposes such
portions as suited him of a document
which wag mnot within reach of his op-
iponents. That surprise is increased when
it now bhecomes known that it was quite
within his power, had he been so disposed,
to have laid the documents in question up-
on the table of the House. On a par with
this was the flimsy excuse o! the premier
for its continued non-production, viz., that
it is necessary first to obtain the permis-
sion o° the British Government, and the
still flmgsier excuse for not having before
obtained such permission, that no formal
demand had belore been made for the pro-
duction of the papers In question. How
couid the House be expected to ask for
the production of papers which they were
permitted—not to say led—to believe non-
existent 2 What more naturasl, on  the

- other hand, than for a Government which

bad a proper respect for the rights of
Parliament and due regard to the prinei-

ple of responsibility, which is the corner-

stone of the Canadian political system,
than to have gought such permission of
its own motion and hastened voluntarily
to take the people’s representatives into
their confidence ? Sir John’s defence in
this matter has, we are forced to say,
too mueh the nagure of a lawyer’s quibble,

1 Y

and rem.nds one unpleasantly of some fea-

tures of one or two noted speeches made
by him on a former occasion, on which we
vowsented at the time. But whatever
may have seemed to him permissible in the
Wway o! special pleading in his eapacity as
a subordinate member of the Administra«
tion, it surely ought not to be too mueh
to expect from one occupying the exalted
position of First Minister, that he should
exhibit that proiound respect for the
rights and dignity o! Parliament whieh
is happily charsacteristic of the successive
premiers of Great Britain, &and should
treat the well_understood wishes of the
people’s representatives with correspond-
ing frankness and courtesy.

In saying go much we are by no means
unm:ndfu! of the weli-known and very ne-
cessary constitutional usage whieh .- ae
cords eabinet ministers the rights to

withhold at digeretion any documents or’

other information on matters of interna-
tional concern, whenever they are prepared
to say on their responsibility as Her Ma-

jesty’s advisers that, in their opinion, the -

bringing down of such papers at the time
Yvould not be in the public interest. Had
Sir Jobhn Thompson or Mr. Foster tAken

not suppose that anything more would
have been sald, however diftienlt it might

‘that positlon in the present case we do.




