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:f:}t)“ﬁ‘m for bravery, he replied that it
Therey .bounce, “by tremendous bounce:”
ity 1: no bo'unce about Mr. Goldwin
vy a,ndut there is an assump‘tion of superi-
Bty cock-sureness that is much more
i"“lmo:t Fhan- any amount of bounce. It
g, 1rre81§t1ble,‘coup1ed,. as it is, with a
omy vie“"anglflg h'\s material to suit his
Ang thew’ which is well-nigh matchless,
Al 100kn hOW‘I charmingly he writes! It
“l‘lﬂionss 80 innocent of purpose, the con-
Wigg thappear 80 obvious. To think other-
byyg a':NMl'- Goldwin Smith seems so
““ydﬁn € have no doubt that he believes
“tinggygy g he says about Canada. His
t heyiand honour are above suspicion.
erpih; 8 hOpel.essly out of touch with
Ing Canadian, and is constitutionally
unt:‘nehtal]y unable to understand the
Yaud the aspirations and genius of

8 pe .
%aail:):plz' His letter is made up of a suc-
Whigh Ol statements nearly everyone of

8 wilf“;]otnds to & Canadian ear like
o dange::ggeramon. I'—{alf trutps are
in the s U;! and damaging than hes%, and
Wart, 1 of a great master of the litera-
h"iev;s :lil one, moreover, who sincerely
o eiu.iffm to he whole truthe, the effect
Xlrepg, “';l‘med must be disastrous in the
gy, Y should Mr. Goldwin Smith
big Equirtnfl-{amlet—_de”ght in throwing a
Progg in(;) lce:cold water on every little
of Undey) .“nadxan life which gives evidence
Witge ye‘“g warmth and vitality? The
Sireg ay, as*‘“mes. towards all Canadian
""Ople, wouti;lterprlses, if shared in by our
%26 i noth; mean eternal stagnation.
iy, g new in his present letter.
ef;"rerepetition of statements often
: Gﬂtirel’ statements which, if not al-
With i ¥ refuted, have been so dealt
Cangg, © 10b them of their chief signifi-
byg o pol_°_Ml‘- Goldwin Smith Canada is
therg Willltlcal expression, nothing more ;
e g nonﬁ‘t’e" be a Canadian literature ;
‘“guag%‘ terary unity ; there are two
t? ingj ) deserts divide Canadians into
dlvisionsg::;lfécam, more or less illiterate
:‘lot er, and“;’;l{lave no deal-ings with one
Phealy ight chiefly in photographic
thing i l;:ll]’:mollal vanity. In short, every-
Usg t"ying ¢ ad ag it can be, and there is no
o Scory 0 make it better, The English-
M‘"i book :):he- Colonist and will not look
fi:e S nd gy rsl:fni;f;gnial publisher’s im-
¥ Yeputat; .anadlan gains some
Veryihs on he bids a long farewell

. they, Ything native d o
A Oughs of y and  warbles only on
ud eeay, obn Bull or Uncle Sam.
Wby e he warbles in foreign lands his

Snge » 818 not Canadian ¢ ir g

. an “in the local
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0‘:& hag cf‘"‘ Periodical literature, Can-
t e pu:)lll‘ce l}gainst the competition
Ureq o leations full of pretty pic-

) stly contributions,

th are 3

w: oolQIlist, ?::e !{repared to admit that

'therld-’ it i Ml.dl(:apped in the literary
N di Cultieq quite possible to exaggerate
(}pt % iy of his position. He is too
°10nigts- "8t himself and his fellow-

an
N intellectyg] way, and to
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magnify the productions of other lands.
Hence his tendency to neglect native
writers and native journals. And this ten-
dency is ministered to and fostered by those
very superior Colonials who atfect every-
thing that is foreign and scorn everything
Canadian. For such people we have no
place in Canada, and the sconer they re-
move themselves the better for the country
at large. Amongst this clags we do not
rank Mr. Goldwin Smith. He may scorn
things Canadian, but it is difficult to find
anything that he does not scorn. To him
there seems to be be nothing left that he
may admire and praise. It is most
anfortunate. With his splendid genius, he
might have given that impetus to Canadian
literature and Canadian life and aspiration
which is needed, which is bound to come,
which has already come in a degree, and
which nothing can check or destroy. Per-
haps it is not strictly accurate to say that
there is a national feeling in Canada, for a
Colony is not & nation ; but there is & Can-
adian sentiment strong and vigorous and
animating, and this sentiment must and
will find expression in native production
and from a native press. What we want
is men of faith and generous feeling, not
belittlers and dismal sceptics. Canadian
literature is all right. There is nothing
the matter with it beyond what time will
rectify, as is ably shown by our correspon-
dent * Canadian.” A little more self-con-
fidence, a just and equitable arrangement
of the copyright laws, and fewer cynics and
pseudo-Canadians—-—these are necessary con-
ditions for a healthy pative literature, and
we will have them by-and-by.
e —

THE RULE OF DEMOCRACY.

« My notion of Liberal politics is this
—that we should always be on the look-
out for every new idea, and for every old

idea with & new application, .Which may

tend to meet the growing requirements of
gociety. Hitherto I have seen the leaders
of the Liberal party like men standing on &
watch-tower, to whom others Wpuld ’apply
and say, not ¢ What of the night?’ but
¢ What of the morning and of the coming

day?’ Where are you standing ! 1(1)-
where, but gitting on the ft?nce, perpetually
thinking on which gide of it you will put

our feet down in order to collect votes
and unite the cabals of the filﬁerent parties

in the House of Commone.

The above extract from’ a portion of
the Duke of Argyll’s speech in the House
of Lords, in the course of the d-ebate upon
the Evicted Tenants Bill, 88 gu:e.n by Mr
G. W. Smalley in the N. Y. Y.T@bune, is
very suggestive in regard to the dlv?rgeic,es
from a common point of view which ave
led to the division of the Liberal party lln
Great Britain. If we may .takeftheld]?uhe
of Argyll asé represen‘nat.lve o Obl fas b
oned Liberalism— and it is proba ythno
unfair to do 80 in all matters except; 083
which touch t00 closely tl-le property rsrlo
privileges of titled landlovdism, 10 rega
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whichit would perhaps be too much to expect
him torise aboveall hereditary casteintluences
—it igseasy to see that Liberalism of that
type iy one thing, Radicalism, or Demo-
cracy pure and simple, another and quite a
different thing. The Duke’s Liberalism is
of the type which believes in ¢leaders”’
who actually lead, and of course, in fol-
lowers, who actually and submissively fol-
Jow. This comes out very clearly in the
passage which we have quoted. The first
question, if we are to try seriously to
reach his standpoint and grasp his ides, is,
who are the “ We’’ who are to be on the
watch-towers, looking out for the new ideas
and the possibilities of new applications of
old ideas? The whole shape and complexion
of his Liberalism depends upon the answer
to this question. Are they in any literal
sense “ representatives,” and if 80, are they
—to adopt, for the moment, Mr. Gladstone’s
expressive classification—representatives of
the * masses,” or of the “classes?” And
whence do they derive their rights of lead-
ership ? Are they born leaders, or heredi-
tary leaders, or self-constituted leaders, or
leaders chosen by certain ruling guilds?
Leaders chosen by the people they can
scarcely be, unless they are prepared to con-
sult the views and wishes of the people, for
the people will hardly be persuaded to
choose leaders to thwart or ignore their
own views, or todo all their thinking for
them,

This question raises the previous one,
which used to be much debated, with refer-
ence to the true position and functions of a
member of Parliament or of Congress:
There are, it was said by some of the old
writers on political questione, two kinds of
agents. It is the duty of agents of the one
clags to carry out the instructions of their
employers to the letter, without regard to
their own ideas as to what is better or
worse, Their duty is simply to obey orders,
leaving their employer responsible for con-
sequences. The other kind of agent is the
one who is employed on account of his pro-
fessional skill, and instructed to do a cer-
tain thing, while the manner of doing it is
left entirely to his own superior knowledge:
Avre political leaders the servanta of the peo-
ple in the former or in the latter sense? It
is not necessary for us to attempt to decide
this question here, in either way, We may,
however, observe that the leader of the later
kind is not necessarily destitute of prin-
ciple or honesty. He may he supposed to
know, at least in a general way, the views
of the people whose representative he is,
and to have been chosen as their represen-
tative because he was in hearty accord with
those views.

Our present object is not to discuss the
questions at issua between the Old Liberal-
ism and the New, or between Liberalism
and Radicalism,or even between Liberalism
and Conservatism, but simply to point out
what seems to us a strange want of percep-
tion of logical consequences in the minds




