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strain of a race in building navies mucli 
better than any other Powers. We thus 
prove by tangible guaranties that we 
wish peace and friendship. 

This act of America's is a proof of 
itself that the central question here is 
not of armament but of policy, not of 
ships but of purpose. It is a nation's 
will that counts; its arms are but the 
means to carry that will out. Naval 
men themselves are the readiest to recog
nize that fact. "It is absurd and useless 
to build warships except for deiinite pur
poses," says Lieutenant T. B. Kittredge, 
who was formerly archivist and statisti
cian in the United States Naval War 
College, and in his book "Naval Lessons 
of the Great War" he continues: "These 
purposes can only be determined by a 
consideration of the use to which the 
navy would be put. This, in turn, de
pends upon international relations." 

This armament question, therefore, 
overshadowing as it appears to be now, 
is not the chief question here, but rather 
what these nations here want of one an
other, how they propose to get along 
with one another, how they plan to deal 
with one another. And, as these nations 
are iieighbors by virtue of their interests 

and possessions in Asia and in the 
Pacific, the vital question here still re
mains the question of the Far East. 

Why, then, did the Government put 
this armament plan first on the pro
gramme? I am not authorized to say, 
but I can infer the reason from the effect 
that placing it first was bound to have. 

First, it is an obvious proof of Ameri
ca's sincerity, of the fact that, as the 
President said, we harbor no fears and 
have no sordid ends to serve. 

Second, it places behind the Confer
ence the support of public opinion neces
sary to its success, that moral force that 
is the only ultimate sanction which will 
carry any plan through. 

Third, it focuses attention on a simple 
plan that everybody can understand and 
lets the more important but more com
plicated question of the Far East subside 
into temporary obscurity where it can be 
discussed with least danger of friction. 

Fourth, and perhaps most important 
of all, it starts the Conference not with 
a theory, or a doctrine about some fu
ture organization or league or associa
tion or entente or consortium, but with 
a present concrete fact. An attempt was 
made at Paris to let the facts wait upon 

a theory; here the theories have been 
left to wait upon the facts. 

At the first session of the Conference 
Mr. Balfour, the Chief of the British 
delegation, chose three words from 
President Harding's speech to stand as 
the motto for the nations deliberating 
here—Simplicity, Honesty, Honor. There 
are some observers here who, experienced 
in following the negotiations of diplo
mats, are disposed to be cynical and to at
tribute to the diplomats here no purpose 
but to play a deep and foxy game. I 
think there is ground for a less theatri
cal, less romantic, more human view. 
While I believe the delegates here value 
astuteness, I think they are men much 
like other men, capable of recognizing 
what is simple, honest, and honorable, 
and sensitive to the spirit of their peo
ples, who are more than ever impatient 
of subtleties and pretenses and more 
than ever insistent that their Govern
ments shall serve their real welfare. 
The beginning of this Conference has 
given good reason to believe that sim
plicity, honesty, and honor are to be 
more highly valued and more character
istic of the proceedings here than in any 
former council of nations. 

REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS AND 
INTERNATIONAL GUARANTIES 

THE note of which the following is a 
part was handed by Count Moura-
vieff, the Russiaii Foreign Minis

ter, to all the foreign representatives at 
the Court of St. Petersburg on August 
12,1898: 

In conviction that this lofty object 
agrees entirely with the most essen
tial interests and the most rightful 
desires of all the Powers, the Imperial 
Government believes that the present 
time is very favorable for seeking, 
through the method of an interna
tional conference, the most effective 
means of assuring to' all nations the 
benefits of a real and lasting- peace, 
and of placing before all the question 
of ending the progressive develop
ment of existing armaments. . . . Im
pressed with this sentiment, his 
Majesty the Emperor has deigned to 
command me to propose to all the 
Governments who have duly ac
credited representatives at the Im
perial Court the holding' of a confer
ence to consider this grave problem. 

This note marked the first great move
ment of modern times to reduce the 
oppressive burden of increasing arma
ments. That the initiative was taken by 
the head of what was at that time the 
most autocratic and despotic Govern
ment of Europe to Insure to his people 
peace and a lightening of the heavy ex
pense of armament, while the heads of 
the present Russian Government, who 
call themselves proletarian dictators and 
pretend to represent completely the com
mon people, are straining every nerve to 
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augment their army through conscrip
tion and increase its power of destruc
tion, is significant of the vicissitudes of 
human life. 

The result of the Czar's circular note 
was an international conference which 
was held the following year at The 
Hague. Although the prime purpose of 
the Conference was to come to an agree
ment on limitation of armaments, this 
objective soon fell into the background 
and nothing was done about it. The 
report made to the Secretary of State, 
July 3, 1899, by the American delegates 
gives the attitude of the Conference on 
the armament question: 

While much interest was shown in 
the discussions of the first great com
mittee of the Conference, and still 
more in those of the second, the main 
interest of the whole body centered 
more and more in the third. It was 
felt that a provision for arbitration 
and its cognate subjects is the logical 
precursor of the limitation of stand
ing armies and budgets, and that the 
true logical order is first arbitration 
and then disarmament. 

Since the First Hague Conference 
nothing of practical effect has so far 
been accomplished in the cutting down 
of armaments. At last, however, it 
would appear that the world has learned 
a lesson through the sufferings of the 
most devastating war in history. There 
is now an almost universal demand for 
definite action in this regard, the actu
ating motives being a desire to reduce 

natienal expenditure and a hope to 
diminish the likelihood of war. Al
though the first motive is probably the 
most pressing one in the popular mind, 
it is the second which is the most vitally 
Important, and, as the accomplishment 
of the second purpose will likewise bring 
about the consummation of the first, we 
need only consider the matter from the 
standpoint of international peace. 

A realization of the importance of re
duced armaments as related to the peace-
fulness of the world caused the framers 
of the Peace Treaty to include a provis
ion for it in the form of Article 8 of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations. 
This article, although leaving the mat
ter of details to be settled by the Coun
cil of the League of Nations, recognizes 
the principle that such limitation can 
be made only in accordance with the 
safety and special conditions surround
ing each nation concerned. This funda
mental doctrine is laid down as follows: 

The members of the League recog
nize that the maintenance of peace 
requires the reduction of ai'maments 
to the lowest point consistent with 
national safety and the enforcement 
by common action of international 
obligations. 

The Council, taking account of the 
geographical situation and circum
stances of each State, shall formulate 
plans for such reduction for the con
sideration and action of the several 
Governments. . . . 

The members of the League under
take to interchange full and frank in-
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formation as to the scale of their 
armaments, their military, naval, and 
air programmes, and the condition of 
such of their industries as are adapt
able to warlike purposes. 

Although the Council of the League 
has so far accomplished nothing in the 
direction, of disarmament, the impor
tance of this provision in the Covenant 
is the recognition by the Great Powers 
of the fact that each nation must really 
decide what reductions it can make in 
view of its individual problems, and to 
arrive at that end each nation must en
ter the discussion in a spirit of free and 
frank co-operation, and, as a corollary, 
that, because of the essential difference 
in these national problems, armaments 
when reduced can no more be equal than 
they are under the present regime of 
expanded armaments. Another funda
mental principle enunciated is that suffi
cient forces must be maintained to en
force international obligations where 
necessary through common action; and 
to this must be added that sufficient 
force must be held by each nation to 
insure its internal peace. 

With these principles as a basis, the 
Conference called by President Harding 
will have to examine into the individual 
problems of each of the six Powers 
taking part, and by frank discussion, 
compromise, and co-operation arrive at 
a point where the movement can be 
started toward the ultimate goal of 
world peace. It is not the purpose here 
to deal with the military features of this 
question; they are entirely a matter of 
detail which must be settled by the dis
cussion of military experts after the 
fundamental political problems have 
been solved. 

Let us enumerate briefly the main 
international problem of each of the 
great Powers who are to take part, and 
then pick from them those which are 
most likely to lead to international con
flict, and examine the most practical 
method of insuring against such con
flict. 

Of the six Powers invited to confer, 
five—the United States, Great Britain, 
France, Japan, and Italy—^hold abso
lutely the preponderance of the world's 
military power, and with it the ability 
to enforce regulations governing inter
course between the members of the 
Society of Nations. Therefore it is es
sential that any action toward bringing 
a regime of peace to the world must be 
initiated by these five nations, and it is 
also essential that at least the most 
powerful three of these five come to a 
complete accord and give reciprocal and 
positive guaranties of unity of purpose 
in order that such a regime may be truly 
effective. China occupies a peculiar 
situation in that she cannot be classed 
as one of the Great Powers from a mili
tary standpoint. She has been bidden to 
the Conference because of her impor
tance as a Far Eastern nation, and 
because the settlement of Far Eastern 
questions is considered as an essential 
part of a programme for limited arma

ments. In view of these facts it will be 
necessary to take into consideration the 
political situation of only the five Great 
Powers. 

The following may be considered the 
outstanding factors in the international 
policies of each: 

United States: 
1. The safeguarding of the Monroe 

Doctrine. 
2. The maintenance of equal oppor

tunity or the "Open Door" in China 
and those territories liberated from 
the sway of the Central Powers as a 
result of the war. 
Great Britain: 

1. The assurance of open sea lanes 
to the British Isles, so that supplies 
for the population cannot be cut off. 

2. Safeguarding the component parts 
of the Empire. 

3. Protection of her world-wide com
merce. 
France: 

Assurance against German aggres
sion and revenge. 
Japan: 

Assurance of her free economic ex
pansion in the Par East, according 
to the requirements of her national 
policy. 
Itahi: 

Assurance of her economic expan
sion in the Adriatic, ^gean, and 
Mediterranean according to her na
tional policy. 

We will now examine each one of 
these policies in turn, and see which of 
them are danger spots in the peaceful 
equilibrium of the world and must there
fore receive special provision in any plan 
for international restriction of arma
ments. 

United States: 
1. The Monroe Doctrine has been a 

factor in the foreign policy of the 
United States for nearly a century, 
and has so far not been the cause of 
war. As it is political in its scope, 
insuring only the status quo as re
gards existing governments and terri
tories in this hemisphere, it in no way 
hinders the economic expansion of 
other nations. It may therefore be 
considered as unlikely to cause war 
and no real obstacle to reduction of 
armaments. 

2. The-principle of the "Open Door" 
or equal opportunity is so eminently 
just and unselfish that it should in no 
case lead to war unless it should run 
counter to the policy of some other 
nation which, because it is seeking 
exclusive advantages in territories 
outside its own jurisdiction, may be 
described as unjust and selfish. At 
the present time the United States 
has at issue under this principle the 
questions of Mesopotamia with Great 
Britain and Prance, of international 
cables with all the four Great Powers, 
and of the island of Yap with Japan. 
The last question is the only one In 
which an uncompromising stand has 
apparently been assumed by any of 
these nations. 

Great Britain: 
1. It is generally recognized as es

sential to the very existence of the 
people of the British Isles that sea 
communications be assured them; 
therefore this policy is merely the 

right of self-preservation, and is not 
dangerous to world peace. 

2, That the different parts of the 
Empire should be assured protection 
is recognized as essential to its in
tegrity, and therefore this policy can
not be considered an obstacle to re
duction of armaments. 

3. Protection of her commerce is 
also a justifiable national right, and 
cannot be considered as a menace to 
the .safety and growth of other na
tions. 
France: 

The outstanding motive in French 
foreign policy is the building up of 
protection against the future when a 
regenerated and powerful Germany 
will again be a significant factor in 
European politics. That no true re
gret for commencing the war has 
ever been expressed by the German 
people, that they have tried by all 
kinds of subterfuges to avoid their 
just obligations under the reparations 
clauses of the Treaty of Peace, and, 
lastly, their conduct of the trials of 
German war criminals may be inter
preted as a rather ominous sign of 
their attitude in the future when they 
will again have become a strong na
tion. Here we have Indeed a situa
tion which may lead to war, and 
consequently against which special 
provision must be made in any plan 
for reduced armaments. 
Japan: 

Certainly every nation has a right 
to free economic expansion, provided 
that it does not try to obtain that 
expansion at the expense of the 
rights of other nations. The Japan
ese, like the English, have been con-
fi-onted with the problem of a large 
and growing population confined to 
the restricted territory of a few 
islands. In consequence the Japanese 
have expanded and acquired large 
areas in Formosa, Korea, and Sa-
ghalien. That they are not satisfied 
and wish more territory under their 
political control has been proved by 
their attitude in regard to Shantung 
and Manchuria, their Twenty-one De
mands on China when the rest of the 
world was at war, and their continued 
occupation of Siberia. For the Jap
anese to claim that their attitude 
toward China and Siberia is the same 
as that of the United States toward 
L^tin America has not been borne out 
by their actions. The United States 
has never made an attempt in Latin 
America to gain control of a foreign 
government as Japan has done in the, 
Far East with regard to China. The 
United States has never used the 
Monroe Doctrine to obtain exclusive 
economic advantages over territories 
belonging to other peoples, as Japan 
has done and is doing in Shantung, 
Siberia, Mongolia, and Manchuria. 
The "Open Door" in the Far East is 
the concern not only of the United 
States but of all the other Great 
Powers, and especially of Great Brit
ain and Prance. Therefore in the 
degree that Japan runs counter to 
this principle is she a danger to in
ternational peace, which must have 
special consideration in any agree
ment on limited armaments. 
Italy: 

As a result of the territorial set
tlements of the war, Italia Irridenta 
has become a thing of the past. The 
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Italian people, however, have certain 
aspirations for expansion along the 
shores and among the islands washed 
by the three seas bordering the coasts 
of Italy. These aspirations are the 
cause of and are caused by jealousies 
between Italy and Jugoslavia and 
Greece, These are minor Powers, 
however, and there is too much dis
sension between them and the Various 
sta,tes of the Balkans for them to be
come a real menace to Italy, particu
larly in view of the moral prestige she 
has as a member of the Big Five 
group. 
Thus of the principal foreign policies 

of the five Great Powers we see that 
there are only two which really en
danger international peace and are 
therefore an obstacle in the way of re
duced armaments. They are: 

1. The future menace of Germany 
to the safety of France. 

2. Japan's policy of acquiring exclu
sive economic advantages through 
political control in China and Siberia. 

In addition to these there is another 
factor of the greatest importance in the 
political situation of the world, and one 
which bears a menace to its peace—the 
situation in Russia and the world-wide 
revolutionary propaganda of the Bolsh-
evilci. Let us now consider the most 
effective means of insuring against the 
outbreal?; of international war from these 
three danger spots—means which will at 
the same time permit of a progressive 
curtailment of armaments, thus dimin
ishing the likelihood of war and lighten
ing the financial burdens of the world. 

On June 28, 1919, there was signed at 
Versailles a treaty between the United 
States and France and a treaty between 
Great Britain and France by which these 
two nations agreed to come to the aid of 
France in case she should be the subject 
of an unprovoked attack by Germany. 
The two treaties were so worded that 
each could come into force only on the 
ratification of the other. The British 
treaty has been ratified by the House of 
Commons, but the American treaty was 
rejected by the Senate; therefore France 
is left without this guaranty of protec
tion. As a consequence, France is 
obliged to maintain a large standing 
army, a great part of which she keeps 
on German soil. At a time when France 
needs every ounce of human energy to 
recover from the destruction of the war 
she must maintain at least eight hun
dred thousand men under arms—eight 
hundred thousand men who consume but 
do not produce. The German population 
is nearly twice that of the population of 
France; therefore the only hope of 
France for the future is to try to keep 
Germany weak and to build around her 
a ring of defensive alliances such as she 
has or hopes to have with Poland, the 
Little Entente, Hungary, Belgium, and 
eventually with Russia. It is easy to 
see that with her enormously greater 
population, which is continually increas
ing while that of France is decreasing, 
her great industrial and commercial 
energy, and her deep feeling of hatred 

and revenge, Germany will as the years 
go by become, not only a greater men
ace, but a positive danger to the safety 
of France, and therefore to the peace of 
Europe and the world. 

If we face the facts squarely, we re
alize that there is a definite possibility 
of the same danger a generation hence 
as that which overwhelmed Europe in 
August, 1914. There are only two ways 
by which this danger may be avoided: 
either by a complete change in the na
tional sentiments and aspirations of the 
German people, or by eifectual guaran
ties by the Great Powers to go to the 
aid of France in case she is attacked. 
Certainly neither the conduct of the 
Germans before the peace nor afterward 
has given anybody a right to believe that 
there is likelihood of a fundamental 
change in the Teutonic character. There
fore this way of avoiding a future Ger
man attack may be considered as a 
highly problematical and indefinite fac
tor, while the treaties of guaranty offer 
a very positive and definite factor in 
avoiding such a danger. It is safe to 
assume that if such guaranties had ex
isted in 1914 between France, Great 
Britain, Russia, and the United States 
the Serbian trouble would have re
mained entirely a local affair. 

Since the wise pronouncements of 
George Washington regarding entan
gling foreign alliances it has been our 
policy to remain aloof. We were so 
strongly imbued with the far-sightedness 
of this great principle that we remained 
aloof from the war for nearly three 
years in spite of repeated insults and 
aggressions on the part of Germany. At 
last we were forced to go in if we would 
continue to claim any self-respect and 
national honor. The same fundamental 
reasons that drew us into a European 
war in 1917 exist to-day in Europe, and 
in every other part of the world where 
war between great nations is possible. 
Therefore, if we believe in doing away 
with international war, we must support 
our belief by our influence backed by our 
force. 

The American people rejected Article 
10 of the League of Nations because they 
felt that it held them liable to partici
pation in a war in which they had no 
vital interest. To guarantee France 
against Germany can by no means be 
put in the same category as Article 10; 
because it is definite, because we know 
that if on account of it we are called on 
to fight we will be fighting in a war 
which is of vital interest to us. It is not 
the balance of power by which peace is 
assured, as the history of the world has 
repeatedly proved, but the over-balance, 
the preponderance of power so long as 
those possessing this preponderance of 
power believe in peace and uphold it. 
This is the fundamental truth on which 
our National, State, and county govern
ments rest, that the preponderance of 
power lies on the side of those who be
lieve in peace and have agreed to enforce 
it. By reason of this mutual guaranty 
of peace-loving citizens we are enabled 

to go around unarmed with faith in our 
security. Our police force is effective 
because it stands for peace and is backed 
by the alliance of the majority of the 
population. 

The principles which govern human 
relations within nations govern to a 
greater degree the human relations be
tween nations. To insure peace between 
nations by international alliances does 
not preclude a reduction of armaments; 
on the contrary, it allows of an even 
greater reduction than if no such alli
ance existed. Therefore to obtain most 
effective assurance against war spring
ing from the three danger spots pre
viously indicated they should be pro
vided for on the principle of interna
tional guaranties. 

The guaranty of peace between France 
and Germany has already been provided 
for, and awaits only the action of the 
United States. With regard to the Far 
East, China and Siberia are somewhat in 
the position of France—l!hey should be 
guaranteed against aggression. Siberia 
should be regarded in the light of a 
trust to be guarded by the Great Powers 
until Russia can again take her place 
among them and protect her own domin
ions. It should be possible for Japan 
to see the justice of this principle and 
that it is for her best interest to enter 
freely with the other Great Powers in 
guaranteeing the principle of equal op
portunity in the Far Bast. She has 
already realized the truth of this prin
ciple in finally entering the Chinese 
Banking Consortium on the same terms 
as the United States, Great Britain, and 
France. Details. of such an agreement 
can be arranged by negotiation in such 
a way as to accord Japan full justice in 
the light of her geographical position 
and the money she has invested. 

As regards Russia, it is not armed 
aggression that the Powers need to com
bine against so much as the subtle 
poison of revolutionary propaganda. 
Probably the best way to meet it is by 
a counter-propaganda, a propaganda 
which will enlighten the great mass of 
the population as to the true viciousness 
of the so-called proletariat Government, 
which is draining away the life of the 
Russian nation. 

The participants in the First Hague 
Conference recognized that in order to 
make a limitation of armaments effec
tual there must be faith, and that in 
order to have faith there must be pro
vision for the settlement of disputes 
between nations by means of arbitration. 
There has long been an International 
Tribunal at The Hague, but now it is 
proposed by the League of Nations to 
establish an International Court of Jus
tice which will have greater scope and 
power than the Hague Tribunal. With 
the assurance of mutual guaranties and 
a court of justice for adjudicating inter
national quarrels, it should be possible 
for the Great Powers to start the pro
gressive reduction of armaments, and 
thus diminish the likelihood of war in 
the world. 
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PORTRAIT 
BY BERNICE LESBIA KENYON 

HER hair like shredded brass 
Is piled in a cool mass; 

Her face is cut from stone— 
The warmth it will not own 
A while unguarded glows °" 
In her dark eyes' repose. 
Hands whose touch has stilled 
The strong and somber-willed 
Lie curving, jewel-free, 
Lightly upon her knee. 
She smiles, whose thoughts are far . . . 
I know not where they are. 

What passionate word can stir 
The cold, cold heart of her? . . . 

POLITICS AND PARTIES IN CANADA 
SPECIAL CORRESPONDENCE FROM D. M. LE BOURDAIS 

T HREE major political parties 
and several lesser groups are 
busy at the present time, from 

Halifax to Victoria, and as far north as 
Dawson City, placing candidates in the 
field to contest the 235 parliamentary 
seats at the general elections which will 
be held in Canada on December 6. 

It will be remembered that Arthur 
Meighen, previously Minister of the 
Interior in the Borden Government, suc
ceeded to the Premiership in July, 1920, 
and expressed his intention to hold to
gether the remnants of the Union 
Government of 1917 until the end of its 
legal term in 1923. Continued defec
tions, principally upon the part of mem
bers representing western constituen
cies, and the loss of many Important by-
elections in the interim have forced Mr. 
Meighen to alter his purpose and risk 
the chance of failure at the polls rather 
than defeat on the floor of Parliament. 

The split in the Liberal party on the 
conscription issue in 1917 and the sub
sequent formation of a Union Govern
ment comprising the former Conserva
tive following and the seceding Liberals 
reduced the Liberal party in Parliament 
to a mere handful, save for the solid 
block of sixty members which were re
turned from the province of Quebec. 

Previous to 1917 there had been but 
the two parties—Conservative and Lib
eral. The former had been in office 
since 1911, and the latter for the fifteen 
years previous to that date. In those 
days the decline of one party naturally 
resulted in the ascendency of the other. 
But to-day, while the Conservative 
(Unionist) party is barely able to com
mand a majority in the House of Com
mons, the Liberal following is hardly 
any greater than it was in 1917. 

The difference between conditions to
day and previous to 1917 is to be found 
in the presence of a third party, known 
as the National Progressive party. 

This new party represents a crystal
lization of the dissatisfaction which a 
large number of the Canadian people 
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have felt for some time past in regard 
to both the historic political parties. 
This movement had its origin on the 
prairies among the organized farmers, 
who are opposed to the protectionist 
policy which both the old parties have 
adhered to for the past forty years. 
They advocate reciprocal trade with the 
United States and an increase in the 
preference accorded to goods imported 
from Britain, besides a number of some
what radical political and social reforms. 

Subsequent to the announcement that 
the elections would be held Mr. Meighen 
reorganized his Cabinet. Eleven new 
Ministers were sworn in, filling va
cancies which had existed for some time. 

Mr. Meighen is basing his campaign 
upon the protective tariff. The Liberal 
platform contains reciprocity and lower 
tariff planks, and Mr. Meighen in his 
speeches is warning the electors that a 
Liberal success would mean a lowering 
of the tariff walls and consequent de
struction of Canadian industries through 
American competition. The same argu
ments he uses against the National Pro
gressives, with the additional charge 
that they are a class organization, and, 
if successful, would subject Canada to a 
regime of agrarian domination. The 
Liberals are laying stress upon what Mr. 
Mackenzie King, the Liberal leader, calls 
the autocratic and plutocratic nature of 
the Government. He denies that his 
party has any intention of bringing 
about free trade, but insists upon the 
need for tariff revision. Tariff for revenue 
only is the slogan of the Liberal party. 

Regarding the tariff, Mr. Crerar, the 
leader of the National Progressives, said 
in the opening speech of his campaign: 

We stand opposed to the principle 
of protection as being- neither sound 
economically nor right morally. Our 
policy on the tariff is development of 
the natural resources, of agriculture, 
of the forest, and of mining. These 
are the real industries. If we put 
them in a healthy, vital condition, our 
country will prosper. 

In answer to Mr. Meighen's charge 
that the National Progressive party is a 
class organization, Mr. Crerar went on 
to say: 

I detest class legislation. I detest 
class movements. We have had too 
much of it in the last forty years. 
One of the healthiest aspirations of 
the Progressive movement is to get 
away from class legislation. Out of 
the farmers' movement has grown a 
new ideal in public life. 

Whatever the result of the ensuing 
elections, it is doubtful if the many 
pressing problems which face the Cana
dian people will find a solution. There 
is no definite public opinion in the court-
try to-day. Each community looks at 
public questions from the angle of its 
own immediate best interests. Thus 
Cabinet Ministers, with very few excep
tions, may nearly always count upon 
election—no matter how unpopular the 
Government may be—by holding out the 
hope that some advantage will accrue to 
the particular constituency which they 
represent. The manufacturing cities in 
the east are protectionist; and the farm
ers of the west, who have to sell their 
produce in the markets of the world, are 
free-traders. There is as yet no strongly 
defined national sentiment to which peo
ple in all parts of the Dominion sub
scribe. 

At best, the period immediately fol
lowing the elections will be one of 
transition and readjustment. There are 
no great leaders like Sir John A. Mac-
donald or Sir Wilfrid Laurier to give 
the people a definite lead towards a 
higher national ideal. There is yet none 
big enough to cause the various sections 
to sink their differences for the common 
good. That the stress and turmoil 
through which the Dominion must pass 
before anything like stable political con
ditions are possible will develop or pro
duce such a man, and also a public con
science capable of appreciating him, is 
for the Canadian people perhaps their 
brightest hope. 
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