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/^nurican lonj,' ainnnijst them has said, '• madly."
But the peace thev so niadlv want is ///tir peace
still

What cvidtncc is there, frst, that the (ierman
(iovcrnmciit, or ijovirnini; classes, then, that tl.

German (xople have any otht r peace in mind?
Hindenburg and Reventlow, the Junkers and

extremists have openly declared that tli still

count u[)'jn indemnities; and Mr. (ierard's revela

tions in the /)iii/y 7r/ri^/(i/>// have shown that, in

January, iqij, Hethmann Hollw "^ was still de

mandin^r what amounted to a p. ..-lanent German
occupation of Bclc[ium. With such men, it ijoes

without sayinj^f, we n( v'd not and cannot talk.

What ne.xt about the moderates (so-called), the

Social Democrats and the (ierman people.-'

They, it is known, have recently precipitated a

crisis and demanded from their Government a de-

claration of the policy of "no annexations and no
indemnities." Thf resignation of the (ierman
Chancellor, the suppression of Maximilian Mar
den's now pacific paper, recently re-established. th<'

silencing even of such "moderates" as Captain

Persius and the ex-Colonial Minister Dernbury
show what the German Government thinks of such

a demand.

They reject it absolutely.

Hut even if they did not reject it—even if the

party of "no annexations and no indemnities" were
to win the day—what would a peace made by them
mean? Could we accept it? Could we tru.st them?
Could we be sure that they had not the Pru.ssian

5


