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would be enormously inereased by this change, without any
corresponding benefit.  In fact. there would be, in all prob-
ability, demoralization, instead of improvement, in all matters
pertaining to public health.

Again, the character of the work does not demand a Minister
and a speeial poliey. The lLegislature, which Dby the way,
contains a fair proportion of able medieal men, enacts certain
regulations pertaining to the management of all such institu-
tions as would come under a Minister of Health. If the Gov-
ernment appoint the right kind of officials, there is no reason
why these institutions should not be run cfticiently. If they
are not. it is the £anlt of these officials, who should he promptly
changed. if found negligeng, and not the svsiem changed for
one far more cexpensive, inefficient and meddlesome.  Dr
Tlodgeris has not given us a single department in this whole
ficld where competent officials could not do the work satis-
factorilv.  Enough has been said to prove that there is abso-
Iniely no need for the Ontario Medical Association to take
any =uch step as Dr. Hodgetts suggests in his paper.

II.

Is it wise for the Ontario Medieal \ssociation to even in-
troduce any question that might divide its members into rival
politieal factions?

I am not one of tlv e who wake the narrow view that the
medical  society, wedr 7 press and medieal practitioner
should consider seientifie work alone, the very © TUltima Thule ”
of its, or his, existenee. Tt is quite true that seientific or
strietly professional work should, and does, imperiously exaet
a very large sharve of a doctor’s time and cnergy, vet the
demands of his life and his eifizenship pre-empt the firvst
claim, not only on his time and energy, but on all that he hath,
for knowledge and skill alone can only make a good type of
machine. never a high tvme of man. 1t is, therefore, quite
within the provinee of the Ontario Medical Association to
discuss a variety of subjects, and this brings up for considera-
tion the character of Dr. Hodgeits” proposition. Ts it such,
that all our members, irvespeetive of their party leanings,
could see “eve to eye,” as heing one of universal beneficence,
ov is it not, rather, one that simnlates so very palpably a
“plank ” in a party platform as to at onee avonse party sus-
picions? TIow are we to distingnish the appointment of a
Minister of Health from, say the straight party announce



