JAN. 12th, 1894,

Any reference to the Board of Trade
::’:(cheﬂ would be incomplete if it failed to
. %6 note of the byjef addresses of the Min-

ater of Fingnce and of the gentleman who
Preceded him a¢

Struck the note
8peech responded,

one remove, whose remarks
to which Mr, Foster's
The liberal and friendly

Senti
en.tlments to which the Hon. George
Mnes, of the Rochester Chamber of Com-
Wereq .

» 8ave happy utterance, well deserved
arm tribute of approval with which
u:Z were grefzted. His picture of the fu-
peoplzommerclal relations between the t,?vo
Worbhs 8etg b(?fore us an ideal which, while
ot beydOf their common antecedents, need
temed too lofty to Le practicable.
Ol'igiy:h:ul(-l b.he two peoples, cognate in
comm;C lerusthg free institutions, having a
i tll: angage and litfarature, be separat-
or by e future by artificial trade barriers,
&rmmuma”y bl?rdened with the support
or pro:me,'lts whlc.h could be ‘refquired only
otheg G;tl?n against or hostility to each
et th tis true that the United States
€Xample of hostile tariffs, which Ca
‘l%at:"" all too ready to imitate. It is
) in“f’ thali that nation is now taking the
ove] areduclng.them to a more friendly
‘Vh,) 1d there is good reason to hope that
e gthonce entered upon the path of re-
iior; ofough thfs struggle against the oppo-
8elfish interests and wrong theories
o c%:a:_&rd anc.i protracted, there will be
on ¢ 10n un.tll a sound foundation has
®ached, either in a tariff for revenune
w;rt e avowed goal of the party now in
o &ny" ‘;1‘ In absolute free trade. Nor have
tollgy, thear that Canada will not promptly
Which ¢ lead. Her own gelf-interest, on
T Foster, it seems to us, laid al-
. m‘:’:?ecess?‘ry stress, if no more gener-
Othey poive' will constrain her. As to the
Roeiyg :;:’ of what greater folly can we
itiong an that. two such peoples, under
Ubng g 80 l?mque and so favorable to
L' in leu‘%lihl,p, should maintain great
F"@ter li“"mleﬂ a.gainst each other  Mr,
heg t}:y be right in saying that history
i 3t commercial intercourse alone
Baty, an &})solute guarantee against war
en U8tions. But in this case we have
Cog, on Commercial intercourse alone, but
fron, . Interests and sympathies arising
the ‘i. 82d 50 many sources as to render
ey 4, N8 of the two peoples to each
hi'tory °h ag have never before existed in
"hould' The conditions being unique, why
tory ben%.the relations and the future his-
Unique likewige.
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by :o:logeﬁpondent, writing over a famil-
"'llly to ’ Plu”w’ takes us somewhat seri-
Yy, it“k for our journalistic sins and
::'tﬂi 0(:5&’ a8 particularly mamfeatefi in

th Wents made a few weeks since
f ity ;::]]}lfnns upon burning questions of
f‘ﬁnlgy e, Any lack of the judicial

Toy tl;s% Decessary in those who * write
tditoria] standpoint,” which may

THE WEEK.

show itself in these humble comments, is our
misfortune, for which we may claim the in-
dulgence of our readers, Possibly we need
not despair of making some improvement
in this respect by careful study of good
models. But any failure to read on both
sides of the questions discussed is a journa-
listic crime, and as such should be pun-
ished by the judges, our intelligent readers.
It may be that our critic suggests such fail-
ure as a palliation of our error in not think-
ing precisely as he does upon ail the matters
referred to, but we cannot shield our-
selves from his censure behind that ram-
part, seeing that, as a matter of fact, it
happens that we are far more familiar with
the Spectator—which our correspondent
will hardly accuse of being on *the one
side " on which he supposes us to read, than
with any other British political paper ; pos-
sibly almost as familiar with it as is our
correspondent with the Speaker or the
Westminster Gazette.

Much of our correspondent’s letter, it will
be se>n, is made up of strong statements
in regard to what are largely matters of
opinion. To these we need not specially
refer.  Our readers will be g]e.\d to know
the conclusions to which a writer so well-
known as “ Fairplay Radical” has come
with regard to the important matters dealt
with. They will also claim leave to form
their own opinions on those questions. On
one or two specific points we may offer a
word of comment. Our critic takes excep-
tion to our remarks in regard to the action
of the House of Lords in amending the
‘“ Employers’ Liability Bill ” by adding a
clause permitting employees, under certain
conditions, to contract themselves out of
its provisions. Our comment, so far as we
can remember, for we have not the files at
hand as we write, was to the etfect that this
amendment rendered the Bill comparatively
worthless for the protection of the working-
men, in the direction intendel. That this
is so, must, we think, be obvious on the
slightest reflection. No great prescience is
needed to foresee that the employers whose
dangerous business or parsimonious methods
make it specially desirable that their work-
men should have the protection provided
in the Bill, arc the very ones who will be
most ready, as a rule, to bring pressure t5
bear to secure exemption from its provisiong
under the “ contracting out ” clause ; while,
by parity of reasoning, the workingmen
who most need the protection afforded by
the Bill will often be the very ones upon
whom pressure can most effectively be
brought in order to enable such employers
to take advantage of that clause,

‘ Fairplay Radical” complains that ¢ the
writer of ‘Current Topics’ putsit as if the
peers in adding the ¢ coniracting out ’ clauge

" to the Bill, had acted in opposition to the
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workingmen ; and not, as the fact really
was, at their request and on their behalf.”
Is this quite ingenuous? Can * Fairplay
Radical” doubt that the amendment
passed by the Lords was in opposition to the
wishes of the great majority of the working-
men of Great Britain, albeit it was at the re-
quest of two hundred thousand or so of those
who thought that under their peculiar cir-
cumstances they would be better off as they
were ; or who, under the influences which
some classes of employers know so well how
to bring to bear, were induced to join in the
petition to which he refers. As to the
feelings and wishes of the mass of British
workingmen in regard to the matter, we
need only refer to the fact that the intensest
enthusiasm for the Liberal candidate dur-
ing the late contest at Accrington was
evoked by the Commons’ rejection of the
Lords’ amendment in question, and to the
admission implied by the Spectator when it
blames the defeated candidate for having
“ wobbled " on this question. Why should
he have “ wobbled” if the workingmen
were in favor of the Lords’ amendment and,
when speaking of deputations, why did our
critic not mention those very influential
ones representing the Lancashire and Che-
shire Miners' Federation, and the Parlia-
mentary Committee of the Trades Union
Congress, both of which waited on Lord
Salisbury and assured him in the strongest
terms that working-men would not accept
the contracting-out clauses? Tt was,
as is so often unhappily the case, the
gelf-interest, not to say selfishness of the
few against the larger and more vital inter-
ests of the many. Of course, even the two
hundred thousand could have had no in-
ducement to petition Lord Salisbury in
favor of the ¢ contracting out” clause, had
they not been led to fear that if such a
clause were not inserted, they would be de
prived of the advantages of the subscrip
tions made by employers to their insurance
gocieties. Indeed, Lord Dudley did not
hesitate to declare in the House of Lords
that he would withdraw his contribution to
the insurance fund on his colliery if the
Bill were passed without the contracting
out ” clauses. But, to his honor be it said,
the Marquis of Londonderry, who is proba-
bly a larger colliery owner than Lord Dud-
ley, affirmed per conira that in whatever
shape the Bill passed, unless something al-
together unforeseen occurred, he should in
no way alter his practice in this regard.
Lord Dudley’s declaration is very sugges-
tive in regard to the influences under which
the pttitions in question were signed. But
“ Fairplay Radical ” comes perilously near
reducing to the absurd his own contention
that the peers represented the working-
men, as a class, when he is obliged to sup-
port it with the assumption, for his argu-
ment surely amounts to that, that the repre-
gentatives of labor in the Commons, with a
single exception, do not represent the mass
of British working-men.




