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I present our readers in this number with a clever
\/V review of Cameron’s ¢ Lyries,” by W. Harry
Watts, of King’s College, Windsor, No’vu Scotia. ‘.&t
times he gets very near to the young pnfet': 8 hcn'rt., nm.l in
almost all cases scems to have that sensitive spirit with-
out which there is no criticism worthy f’f the' mun?.
There are, however, a couple of 'plnccs in wh‘wh his
remurks need special notice.  Mr. Watts ensl'(s, “ (:un any
Canadian—true to his l)ix'tln'igh.t—-deny his ()1)11g:nt3()11,
forget his country’s welfare, caLV.l} at th’c fact that ng.'
land, as expressed in the word ¢ Throne, h:l‘s”a?t‘ed ot,!u.zl
than as an Alma Mater to her ynun'g charge 7 The critic
has confused here several ideas wlncl'l au'c: of t]xcm%?lvcs
distinet, No Canadian, true to his Inrtlgnght, cnn‘ fo%-.
get his country’s welfare.” But )Il,'. \‘\'atts m’z,ly. fu‘x:l it
diflicult to prose that our country’s “welfare” is “for-

gotten™ by those who disclaim British connection, In
= ’ P iy N
the olden times such an oplnlon would have been con-

sidered conclusive. But we live in an age, unfortunately,
when nothing is taken for granted. It rests with Mr,
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Watts to show that the Throne is vesponsible for what
little national prosperity Canada possesses, A great
many people, we fancy, would he ignorant and thought-
less enough to say that she has attained to whatever good
she has, not by virtue of our connection with the Throne,
but in despite of such connection.

When he asks «4f any Canadian—true to his birthright
—¢an deny hig obligation,” we ask, What obligation * If
he itns\:/ers, To Great Britain,—we reply that we think
the obligation entively on the other side, This is, doubt-
less, a very shocking way of looking at the matter, but
nevertheless it is our way—and the way of a great many
very patriotic spirits, both on this and on the other side
of the Atlantic, Supposing the worst possible alternative
—that Great Britain had let us g0 our own way at the
same time she let the United States o : -
after 1776—what would have been :ﬁehore}sllexits’? Sl}‘;‘:{?’
ing from what has happened to our southern sister, “c:e
would at the present moment have had something like
thirty or forty million of a population, and o correspond-
ing amount of wealth. This is a very horrible alternative
but we fancy that most Canadians would be able to eni
dure it.

But how would it be with the Mothey Country, Wigl.
out & naval station in the Western Atlantice north of the
West Indies; without a supply centre in the Kastein
Pacitic north of the Kquator; without the Canadian
Pacific to transport troops and munitions to  Agijy, in case
of a Russo-Anglic war ; without a benefit from fish and
turs which is not equally open to every other nation »
withount tive million of Celtic and Anglo-Saxon snl)ject;
in North America, ete., ete., ete., what sort of o position
would she have and hold among the powers of Lurope v
We would like to ask Mr, Watts and the Imperial Fede.
rationists wHO would be the loser in the event of the
dissolution of British connection 7 They are ctcnmll&
telling us that the lnss'would be Canada’s, [y, they
really think so ¥ Beceause, if they do, we fear thut theiy
much learning hath magde them mad, and yet more, théw
their fellow-Canadians will not take long to fing it out,
No. The obligation, like the profic, is mainly on England’g
side, so that it is possible, quite possible, that » Canadiay
should be trde to his birthright and yet no admiver of
British connection.  His birthright includes uo obligatioy
to the Throne, but the reverse. Loyalty-—to o Canadian
-—is not devotion to the interests of Engl;unl, hut devg.

tion to the interests and welfare of Canady, Furthe
’ Ty




