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Y8 way venture the suggestion that there
“::yﬂbe a gfsod deal of illusion in the popu-
€W with regard to the greater advan-
:ig:: t:ﬁ'ered- by the larger stafls and mor.e
veree Cll?sslﬁcations of the great state uni-
PfOﬁtazsl, m“SffllIclT as no one studeflt can
ore thy avail himself of the services of
" g« a0 & very few professors at the saMe
oge ;f&u.d he, therefore, who has the privi-
four wzl‘tmg at the feet of, say, three or
high,égc °b_&!"e scholars and teachers of the
Al thay at ility, has really the sub.star}ce of
vay of : be{it and most essential in the
“ﬂmixe:; ucational facilities. Nor is it an
county good to have all the youth of the
tom, 5"r heducfated under one uniform sys-
able §y h'e spice of variety may be as desir-
of hug 15’;[}61‘ education as in other spheres
an life and activity.

in ;:n‘!ll“esf.ion o.f considerable importm'nce,
7 the Igctlo.n.wwh the land graxlnt pronuse.:d

4 of tl::ummor'x Gos'rernment, in 1885, in
rought, € .Umversxty of Manitoba, w:.a.s

s Weel‘:p in the Commons by Mr. Martin
Y the . T}.Je facts, so far as agreed on

one of t;:spectlve speakers, seem to be thfat
iaputa, Eterms of a settlement of certain

etween the Dominion and the

ani .
toba Governments, made in the year

: zzf’d"gmed, was that 150,000 acres of land
e"nmeme set apart by the Dominion G(?v-
Cial g as an en(_iov.vment' for'the Provin-
orteg 1:’ersnl:y. This University had been
“nominy~the voluntary afliliation of three
°nifac:“onal colleges : St. John's, St.
tuteq th” ;;ld_ Kn?x. As originally consti-
ex“minie niversity was to be merely an
R Planngé not a .teacl?ing institution, .on
% alge :h the University of London, which
o Wh at of Torortto until a few';v years
Mo gt en .the Manitoba University was
oni faceeacpmg body, the Archbishop of St,
la objected to the transfer to it of the
w’ ::l:e' on certain conditions, the purport
°wlnentls’ as we gather, that the land en-
ame - %5 OF & partof it, should be divided

o
U8 the colleges, instead of being placed -

u
O:h:: It;le‘ COnt:rol of the University. The
Agreo 1 !:lll"lersxby authorities refusing to
Pealeq 18 propo?a!, the Archbishop ap-
OVan‘: the Dominion Government. The
ment fell in with his views, and
ted them as conditions in a patent.
ndinhetfniversity refused to accept, con-
egU f\t th.e land should be conveyed
Johy Thmversuty free from conditions. Sir
bag een°mpson at first thought that this
Sty g merely submitted to the Univer-
Periog ofa draft agreement, but at a later
—_— ;he debate'a learned that the Gov-
fong of thad committed itself to the condi-
4 ‘hedraft patent, On the refusal of
%"esm"ersity to accept the conditions, the

en Poudence ceated and has not since
Tenewed,

ia ¢

Wi
sing“] thout commenting on the somewhat
i " 8:: course of the Government in hav-
¥
8r as appears, acted on an ex parte
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appeal, without consultation with the other
partiesin the case, we may say that the first
question of importance involved seems to
be, whetter in finally settling the affair,
the Government should deal with the Senate
of the University, or with the Provincial
Administration, Seeing that under the
constitution education is one of the subjects
agsigned to provincial jurisdiction, and that
in this case the original arrangement for the
bestowment of the land was made between
the two Governments, it is not easy to see
on what ground the Dominion Government
could justify itself in entering, as Mr. Daly
thinks proper, into direct negotiations with
the authorities of a University existing in
virtue of a Provincial charter. The difficulty
becomes the more apparent if we suppose the
terms thus agreed on as conditions of the be-
stowment and acceptance of the endowment
to be in some way inconsistent with or con-
trary to the educational policy of the Pro-
vince. Would not, in that case, its sphere
of jurisdiction have been invaded by the
Federal Government ? A second question,
and one involving a principle which the ma-
jority in the Province might deem of gpecial
importance, arises in connection with the
conditions accepted at the instance of the
Archbishop, seeing that these involve, as we
understand them, the endowing or subsidiz-
ing of denominational schools from the pub-
lic funds of the Dominion—a thing to which
the people of the other Provinces would have
a right to object and to which many of them
would most strenuously object.

>

TAXATION AND THE FRANCHISE.

There is a markedi tendency in these
days, in the more democratic countries,
to reverse the old order of things in respect
to political rights and obligations. In Great
Britain, for instance, it was long practically
the rule that the representatives of property
owners should make and administer the
laws,including the collection and appropria-
tion of revenues, while labour bore its full
share, or more than its share, of the finan-
cial burdens. Under the new order of things
labour is coming to have its full share of
responsibility in the making and administer-
ing of the laws, while property is being
called upon to furnish the larger part of
funds for all governmental purposes. What-
ever may be said by a certain class of poli-
tical economists, the old maxim, *Taxation
without representation is tyrauny,” com-
mends itself to common sense, reason, and
conscience. We have lately seen it argued by
a clever writer that the maxim properly
applies, and was originally intended to
apply, only to organized communities, not
to individual members of the community.
Most readers will, we think, agree with us
that it is hard to see why the axiom, for
go we may venture to call it, should not be
true of the individual as of the nation, or
how it can be true of the nation and not of
the individvals composing it. The nation
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is but the aggregation of its citizens. As
an organized unit it hag but an artificial
existence. But men are created as individ-
vals and first principles of natural jus-
tice or right can apply primarily to them
only as individuals, and only derivatively
to them in their organized capacity, as na-
tions. Hence the first principle or axiom
in question, if it beaccepted as such,is valid
in respect to nations only as a logical out-
come of its validity as applied to each of the
individuals of whom the nation is com-

posed.
If this reasoning be accepted, it follows

that every adult citizen in any state who
is forced to pay taxes under a law which
he has had no share in making, to be ap-
propriated by a government which he has
had no voice in appointing,and for purposes
which he has no means of approving or
opposing, is the victim of tyranny. Hence,
wherever a property qualification is made &
condition of the franchise, the simplest jus-
tice demands that only those who have the
right to vote, thereby creating the Govern-
ment, should be under obligation to pay
taxes for the purposes of such government.
In other words, the principle uaderlying
free political institutions is that it is the
right and duty of every citizen to tax him-
gelf for the needs of government, but none
has a right to tax one who is not a citizen for
that purpose. LEit be said that that other,
even though he may not be given the right
to vote, enjoys the benefit of the protection
of his person, and the other advantages
provided by the taxes, and should therefore
help to pay for them, the ready answer
ig that, on that principle, the divine right
of kings, or any other aristocratic or oligar-
chic system, may be defended. A despot
or an unsurper may give good government,
but few in these days will admit his right,
therefore, to exact from those over whom
he has obtained the power to rule, the
money needed to carry on his government.

But, while by such reasoning it may be
possible to prove to the satisfaction of most
minds, that the obligation to pay taxes,
directly or indirectly,to the state, thould be
co-extensive only with the franchise,it would
evidently be impossible, on those principles,
to justify a system of graduated taxation,
such as that now recognized in certain fea-
tures of the tax on inheritances in Ontario,
and proposed to be openly adopted and ap-
plied in the income taxes about to be levied
in Great Britain and the United States.
If the obligation to pay taxes rests on the
franchise, which mékes or is supposed to
make it a voluntary, celf-imposed obliga-
tion, it follows that one citizen should not
be required to pay a higher rate of taxation
than another, unless, as in the case of those
who have votes in more than one munici-
pality, he has more votes than the other.
(In reference to that exceptional case, we
may observe in passing that it seems so
illogical that of two citizens who pay taxes
on equal amounts of property,the oneshould




