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his life in England, where he received his
education., He then spent the greater part
of a year in the United States, during
which he and his younger brother, the Duc
de Chartres, served on the staff of General
MecLellan, in the war of the rebellion. The
greater part of the rest of his life was spent
in England, though for a time, during the
presidency of Thiers, he was admitted to
membership in the National Assembly.
About the same time he tried for a time
the role of & Republican. In 1886, in con-
sequence of the futile conspiracies which
were carried on in his name for the restora-
tion of the monarchy, he was by law ex-
pelled from his nalive country. He spent
his remaining years in England, interesting
himself to some extent in literature and
art. He wrote a number of bocks, the
most important of which is probably his
history of the American civil war, which is
said to be, in some respects, especially in
point of impartiality, about the best history
of that great struggle that has ever been
written. The Count of Paris seems to have
been a man of considerable ability, and of
an amiable, and modest and pleasing charac-
ter. Had he not had the misfortune to be a
hereditary prince, he wight perhaps have
‘become a distinguished and useful man.

By a natice recenily issued in the official
Gazette, the Government of Quebec has
imposed discriminating dues upon spruce
logs cut for the manufacture of paper pulp.
The imposition of a taxon the logs cut in
the Province is, of course, quite within the
constitutional rights of the Province. The
questionable feature of the tax is the
provision that, while logs to be manufac-
tured in the Province are to escape with a
tax of only twenty-five cents per cord, the
same logs, if to be taken out of the
Province, are made to pay a tax of forty
cents per ton, The Mail of Tuesday had
an article strongly nrging the view that such
a discrimination iz beyond the constitu-
tional powers of the Province, since it ig, in
effect, an interference with trade, and is,
moreover, a violation of the clause of the
Constitution which provides that ¢ all
articles of the growth, produce, or manu-
facture of any one of the Provinces shall,
from and after the union, be admitted free
into each of the Provinces.” The Masl,
admits that, on the face of it, this clause
applies only to import, not to export duties,
but argues that the spirit of it is as much
violated by an export as by an import duty.

It would be quite too bad should it prove

that Quebec is justifiable in thus initiating
a policy which might be imitated in regard
to other products and by other Provinces,
and ultimately have the effect of greatly
hampering interprovincial traffic. A still
worse effect of such discrimination, if per-
mitted, will be to give the United States
suthorities a still better plea for deny-
ing Canada the benefit of the abolition of
the tax on lumber, on the ground that such
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discrimination is equivalent to an export
duty., We are afraid, however, that the
Mail's argument will hardly hold water.
It admits Quebec’s right to impose dues on
its spruce logs, to the extent of forty cents
a ton, or any other amount, for revenue
purposes, but maintains that a revenue-tax
is necessarily an equal tax, and that hence
the discriminatory feature of the tax in
question proves that it has some other ob-
But if the Pre-
vince has the right to impose a revenue-tax
of forty cents a ton on spruce loge, has it
not also a right to give back to its own citi-
zens, under certain conditions, fifteen cents
per ton, or any other sum, That is, has it
not a right, as in the famous Jesuits’ Estates
matter, to do whbat it pleases with its own
money ! We admit that the discrimination
in question ig jn violation of the spirit of
the federation compact, and hope that it
may not be persisted in, or that it may be
found unconstitutional, because we believe
it to be wrong and mischievous in principle.
We are merely questioning the conclusive-
ness of the Mail's reasoning.

“To evade a duty because the officials
will never be uny the wiser, is morally
wrong. To evade a duty by open acts
whichi in effect say, ‘I defy you to show
that any tax is legally due from my estate,’
is quite justifiable.” How far tax-dcdging
is morally defensible is, it appears, & ques-
tion which is being widely asked in Eng-
land, siunce the imposition of the death-
duties provided for by Sir William Har-
court’s budget. The above quotation from
an article more than two columns in length
represents the conclusion which the Lon-
don Spectator reacher, as embodying the
ethics of the question. The elaborate arti-
cles in the Spectator are, as a rule, so well
written and so ably reasoned that it isa
pledsure to read them, however far the
reader may sometimes be from accepting
the conclusions reached. But it iz not
often that we find one of its leader writers
approaching so dangerously near to casuis.
try as seems to us to be done by the writer
of this particular article. He uses as illus-
trations two ways of evading the death
dues, which had been discussed by Mr,
Labouchere in Zuth. In the one case the
property is personalty. ‘A has a son
whom he intends to be his heir. He buys
bonds to bearer. He cuts off the number
of coupons that will probably last his life,
and places the bonds in a box, to which he
affixes a label bearing the inseription :
¢ This box and its contents are the property
of my son.” If he predeceases his son, the
box, being the son’s, is handed over to him ;
if the son predeceases him, he tears the
label off the box.” In the other case, B,
whose property is in realty, may adopt
this plan : ¢ Instead of giving his children
allowances, he might give to each of them
a mortgage on his estate, the interest on
which would be equivalent to the allowance.
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In this case, the estate of the father WO“:’ ’
on his death, pay no duty on these M0

gages.”

Probably the unsophisticated reader

will find it difficult to discover, unaideds

. . ity of
any waterial difference in the morahtyin‘
these two imaginary transactions. The

cages—

tention is clearly the same in both a8
to evade the law. But for the law, né!
device would have been resorted to.

to the lypx-eyed moral judgment
Spectator casuist there is a very 01.
tinction. Briefly stated, it is this.
the one case, concealment is necessary, 18
the other it is not. A man must take ¢a°
that no one knows that the bonds h“'vte
been placed in the box with the label on t
else, we suppose, in the case of the 50“‘;
dying first, the tearing off of the labe
might be deemed fraudulent. In the other
case no such concealment is necessal‘yi
though it is to be inferred, we take it tha
should the son predecease the father, the
mortgage would be cancelled (the Spectato”
stipulates that they must not be burned)r
and the property would revert to the father,
to whom it really was understood to belong
all the time, The Spectator's curious ethi-
cal principle is stated thus: “In matters
of positive civic obligation like tax-paying
things are either forbidden or they aré not.
If they are forbidden, it is immoral *
do them. If they are not forbidden, it ¥
not immoral to do them. Ln other word®:
laws which impose artificial obligations may
be trusted to look after themselves. We
need not worry to help them to do thelf
work.,” And yet in a preceding part Of. the
article, the writcr says distinetly : Since
it is illegal for a man not to returl the
amount of income earned by him, and 10
pay income-tax thereon, a man is doing al:
illegal, and so an immoral act, who does 1
return his income because the _income'“"x
collectors have never *spotted him ' 4P

gent him a return to fill up,” But W‘hY b
tax-payer should worry himself to aid the
income-tax collector to do his work, but
need not worry himself to enable the
death-duties law to do its work, is not very
clear, According to this new ethics, th('a mat
who may have had no intention or wish t0
evade the law, but simply did not take the
trouble to do the tax-collector's work £
him, is guilty, while he who guccessfully
worked a scheme to evade the known inte™”
tion of the law, is innocent. On the samé
principle, we suppose, the lawyer who “’I'
lows his client to escape conviction by fat
ing to bring forward some damning eVld”‘c‘;
which he alone knows of, does a MO
wrong, while he who clears the client whot?
he knows to be guilty, by some clever bl
of legal strategy, is innocent. But Wo d;

not mean to argue the question, but me® y
to set before our readers who may nob ?ee
the Spectator a curious sample of the ko

of discussion which has been going O" .
some of the English papers since the pa

sage of the D eath-duties Act. :
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