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The theme of your Conference, although it lends itself to much specula-
tion as to what is.a "free society", is a challenge to every student of public
affairs and every participant in public 1life; indeed to every citizen. The
government of our free society, which has its roots in Greek humanism and
Christian morality, is based on operative principles which were largely defined
in the 18th and 19th centurks. These principles are now threatened from two
directions. The source of one danger is to be found in the social consequences
‘of modern technical development. Society has become so complex, and the
‘responsibilities of government so specialized that, with the best will in the
world, we sometimes find it hard to preserve intact the free institutions which
we so greatly cherish. The other threat is contrived and deliberate. The
whole conception of government by consent, as we understand that term, is under
attack by a group within our own community and by strong and powerful nations
outside' which argue that its values are false and its results are evil. The
peasures we must take to protect ourselves against these forces often place us
in the danger of betraying the principles upon which our political institutions
are established. How, then, are we to arrange our economic life, to make best
use of the productive capacities of the nation, to conduct our foreign ..
affairs, to prepare our defences against external d=zgers, -to strengthen our
political institutions against those who attack them fronm within, and at the - |
same tire maintain and extend the free society in which we live and vhich we
_hold to be.the best guarantee of a vigorous national life?

This is not only a long-term problen for the political scientist.
It is an urgent question which daily, in a dozen ways and in the most practical
terms, confronts everyone in the country — newspaper editors, business =
maragers, trede union leaders, members of parliarcent, cabinet ministers, civil
servants, professional ren and women, agricultural leaders, provincial and
mmnicipal authorities; and indeed every citizen. I am sure that everyone
present has encountered this question in some of the various ways in which it
appears. In my own particular field of responsibility, foreign relatdons, the
problen takes many forms with which I am all too familiar. How, for example,
can small states or relatively small states preserve some form of national -
identity and, at the szme time, maintain the welfere of their citizens in a
vorld domipated by glants? * How can we transfer to the field of international
organization the principles of government by consent which prevail in our own
national 1ife? How can we maintain these principles internationally, without
dangerously narrowing the limits of international orgenization, when they are
constantly under attack by aggressive totalitarian comzunism, and especially
vhen this attack is supported by the power of the Soviet State? How can we
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rganize our national resources to get the maximum security in a dangerous
[orld, without destroying the freedom of action and initiative of our people?
Let me begin my discussion of these problems which confront our free
ociety by sgying that in my view the essential lubricant in a free society is
olerance. This does not necessarily apply to all modern states, and there -
re obvious examples of nations which are held together without the least . .
tegard for tolerance. It is the case, however, in all states where government
L,y consent is practised. Canada, where various groups live and work together
lithin the boundaries of .a national state, is a good example of this prin-
iple in operation. This country exists on the assumption that, as far as is.
manly possible, the interests of no group — racial, geographic, economic, -
eligious or political — will prevail at the expense of any other group.. We
ave committed ourselves to the principle that by compromise and adjustment
e cen work out some sort of balance of interests which will make it possible
[or the members of all groups to live side by side without any one of then.
rbitrarily imposing its will on any other. It is my belief that this is the
nly basis upon vhich Canada can possibly exist, as a mtion, and that any
ttempt to govern the country on any other.basis would destroy it. In these
ircunstances, the basic quality of tolerance in our national character is of -
fue first importence. LS L .

..0f almost equal importance for our national welfare, and indeed

irising out of the practice of tolerance, is the avoidance of extree policies.
is is of ten called walking in the middle of the.road. . This course is not so
y as people usually think. It imposes both self-restraint and discipline,
en vhen 'we assume, as I do, that the traffic is all going in the one direction.
yone vho chooses to travel in the middle of the road must not, of course,

{eny the use of either side of it to persons who prefer to walk there. He = -
ndemns himself, therefore, to accept during the journey the constant jostling
compenions on elther side. This middle ground is, I think, becoming more

'Td more difficult to maintain, and the temptation to abandon it is constantly
mereasing, especially in the -face of the road hlocks thrown up by unfriendly
fellow travellers. I do not wish here to criticize those vho choose other
gound upon vhich to walk, or to question the basis of their choice. I wish .
ly to make a strong plea for the preservation of this middle position in our
life. Paradoxically, it is only in this way that the existence of mmy
of those on each side can also be preserved. If the middle group is eliminated,
e less tolerant elements fall under the irresistible temptation to try to
pture the vhole roadway. When the middle of the road is no longer occupied
¥ by stable and progressive groups in the community, it is turned into a
erade ground for those extremist forces who would substitute goose-stepping for
plking, A1l others are driven to hide disconsolate and powerless in the -
pdges, ditches and culverts. ' : '

Jos =i ted Y

- How can the meaning of the middle way in our free society be des-
Fibed in a few vords? What does it stand for in principle? Where does it
Pad in practice? Is it rerely the political line of least resistence along
tich drift those without the courage of their convictions, or simply without
nvictions? It is, or should be, far more then that. The central quality

[ this approach is the stress which it always lays on human values, the
tegrity end worth of the individual in society. It stands for the emancipa-
on of the mind as well as for personal freedom and well-being. It s :
frevocably opposed to the shackling limitations of rigid political dogma, to
plitical oppression and to economic exploitation by any part of the community.
b detests the abuse of power either by.the state or by private individuals end
'oups. It respects first of all a person for what he is, not who he is. It
fends for his right to manage his om affairs, vhen they are his own, to hold
5 0" convictions and speak his ovn mind. It aims at equality of opportunity;
F talntains that effort and reward should not be separgted end it values

hly initiative and originality. It does not believe in lopping off the
‘Hlest ears of corn in the interests of comfortable confornity. - '

(S~ IS N i £

ool ot} e
Lt =

P S I 't M R
f=-

+ 1

’




~ (s

.....

J -3-
The niddle way presents no panacea for the easy attainment of general
Lealth, but 1t accepts the responsibility of government to assist in protecting

L raising living standards and, if necessary, to take bold and well-planned:
an%ion to help maintain economic activity. - v ‘

- The niddle way, unlike extreme political doctrines, has positive
vaith in the good will and common sense of most people in most circumstances.
ﬁt relies on their intelligence, their will to cooperate and their sense of
sustice. From its practitioners it requires determination and patience, the
étrength of tolerance and restraint, the discipline of the mind rather than

the jackboot, and the underlying belief that human problems, vast and complicated

‘-though they may be, are capable of solution. This, I believe, is the political
nilosophy which best preserves the free society which you will be discussing at

inis conference, and which indeed gives to that free society many of its most
portant characteristics. :

It is not enoyh, of course, merely to keep to the middle ground.

[t is necessary to go somewhere. The history of politics is full of the -
bbituaries of groups in society who stood firm, and still, in the middle of

the road, or who, like the old Duke of York, merely marched up and down the

pill, For this reason, the parties of moderation and tolerance in a progressive
society must continually chart new country overhaul and modernize the adminis—
trative machine in vhich they travel, adapting it to the demands of new condi- .
jions. They must move with the times, so that they do not collapse simply
praugh inaction. They must also test the validity of the principles by

hich they chart their cowrse, checking their philosophical and political = .
roadnaps against the sign boards which are provided by the practical day-to-day
roblens of gavernnent.

In this move forward, one of owr most immediate problems is the protec-
ion of our free society against those who wish deliberately to destroy it by
gverthrowing our system of government. We must be constantly vigilant lest our
free political institutions are used for this destructive purpose. We know
rom experience, both in international affairs and in our national life, what
zppens vhen a resolute minority which does not believe in government by
[onsent, gains power. It uses our free institutions for its owmn purposes and
t does its best to sce that no one else uses them. The commmists, for
feaple, will, if they can, use your towm council for the destructive purposes
rf their own political propagenda, though they will conceal these purposes:
{ehind a smoke screen of humanitarian proposals. They will also do their best
[oprevent you from using the same Council to give effect to some sensible and
racticable scheme of vhich they do not happen to approve. If, through the
emocratic process, they gain control of any agency of government they will do
heir best to prevent mnyone replecing them thmugh the. same process. We know
ow tactics of this kind can corrode anddestroy the fabric of a democratic
tate. Ve saw the Nazis do it in Veimar Germany. Ve have seen the communists
0 it more recently in Czechoslovzkia. Ve have also seen a great international
rgenization like the United Nations brought on occasions to a complete stand-
till, when its comrmmnist members used their democratic privileges to frustrate
ts will. In our national 1life, though not so often as in come other countries,
¢ have seen groups of citizens start to work on some problen of common

terest, such as the cdjustment of a labour situation, and fail because a

sternined commmist ninority has been able to lead a divided and fluctuating

3jority into courses vhich made any solution impossible. I think we have had

ough of this sort of thing in both national and international affairs, and

at it is time we put an end to it. It can be stopped by an intelligent

Wblic vhich knows what is happening, which refuses to have its institutions
its democratic processes thrown into disarray by an irresponsible minority,

7d vhich shows initiative in making sure that what it wants done it gets

ne, This takes time end thought and resolution, btut it can be accomplished.,

&

At the same time, we nmust remember that we help the cnemies of freedom
" teke unnecessary short cats to deal with then for by so doing we our-
*Ives nay weaken the very political ‘institutions which we are seeking to
®erve. I om surey therefore, that we chould continue in our m tional life
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Lo maintain and promote fundamental freedoms within the laws of the land, and

‘50 nave confidence that en alert and intelligent public will deny power of

o ofluence to those who misuse these freedoms. In doing so, I hope we can

s0id in the future, as we have in the past, the kind of hysteria that some-

imes does more harm than the evil that provokes it. Communist or fascist
cachery is admittedly difficult to uproot, because those who practise it

it} Lyecessfully are masters of deception. But they will accomplish a large part

- | [t their purpose if they spread il1-founded suspicions in the community, if

.| tney make us think that our universitieg should be purged or trammelkd, if

o brey make us uneasy in our minds about the loyalty of our public servants, if

| Yhey infect us generally with the wasting fevers of distrust. Let us by a.ll

.| beans remove traitors from all positions of trust, and, if necessary,

NS Ltrengtnen our criminal code in order to deal with the enemies of the state.
.| Bt in doing so, I hope we may never succumb to the black madness of the witch

[nmt .

The best defence, however, against totalitarianism in any form, is to

:: -] }revent or remove the conditions upon which it feeds. As far as the economic
vh {ife of the nation is concerned, this means, I think, that the government may
.. | lave to accept & large measure of responsibility for direction, and even for

ontrol. Indeed, whether it desires it or not, that role is being forced on

. | Ine state by insistent and increasing demands for services and assistance,

zi+| tany of vhich are mede by those who subsequently complain at the interference

cv:| ly government in their affairs, vhich is made inevitable by the effort to

-~ | latisfy these demands. It is, in fact, becoming increasingly difficult to

5 | teconcile the satisfaction of such demands with the maintenance of that spirit
- f self-reliance and competitive achievement vhich is one of the foundations of

w free society.

Nevertheless, the problem is one of the most compelling which

overnnents have now to face. In facing it they must accept the fact that

he words "direction" and %control" as applied to state action, arouse intense

fnimosity in certain quarters and conjure up in the minds of meny people the

rst evils of bureaucratic interference. However, those who hold such

eelings do not, I think, believe that we should return to the freedom which

big business™ once enjoyed. Indeed big business itself would not desire a

sturn to the old era, for it knows full well that its welfare depends not

y on its ability to manufacture its product, but also on the capacity of

e great mass of the people to buy that product. In their own interests,

herefore, the huge enterprises of ncdern industry look to government for that

conomic and political stability which, among other things, is essential to

he maintenance of popular purchasing power. In return, most of them —

ertainly the secsible and enlightened ones —— are prepared to adapt their

lans to those for the economic welfare of the mation as a vhole. Nor do

ney claim to be the sole judges of what that welfare is or to identify it

clusively with their omn balance & eots. They realize, as we all do, that

e real wealth of a nation lies in its collective capacity to produce and

o consume, Certain advocates of financial reform have exploited this simple
thfor the purpose of persuading people that some sort of monetary magic

111 make it possible for them to use what they produce. But the problem of

intaining purchasing power is not so casily solved as all that. It is

L lved by many procedures — as simple us fanily allowances and old age
1ensions and as complex as establishing a rate of international exchange.

b is a responsibility of modern government to act —— with as little inter-
frence with the private individual as possible, but nevertheless to act —— so
;2 1 the resources and productive capacity of a nation may be made available

s the citizens on an equiteble basis. Anyone vho dislikes or distrusts the

- Bovernuent discharges this responsibility may seek to influence or change the
_éimlnistration in office. But we don't very often hear the claim now that we
Tuld be better off if we went,back to the days of laissez-faire. '

. On the other hand, the Government's part in the economic life of the
on need not and must not amount to domination or tyramny. A very good
“Iression of the role of governnent in the economic affairs of the nation was
Ven recently in an’ article by Arthur Y. Schlesinger, Jr., from which I should
¢ 10 quote the following:

£
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" nThis century has seen the steady decline of faith in extreme economic
solutions. Unchecked private ownership leads to intolerable economic
jnstability, while unchecked state ownership leads to intolerable
‘political tyranny. The resalt has been to drive men of good will to
seek for. solutions in the center. _ :

nThese explorations....have resulted in the development of the idea of
" the Mixed Economy, where the Government, exercising its primary control
through fiscal policy, would supervise a diversified economic society '
~ composed of capitalist, cooperative and socialist sectors. In such a
society it should be technically possible to abolish depression
without destroying freedom". S ‘ ,

. A similar blending of private and public enterprise should character-
jze the conduct of our foreign trade. The events of the last decade in world
offairs have not, I think, made the idea of complete state domination over
external trade attractive or acceptable. There used to be a theory that the
prinary source of international conflict was the economic competition of
capitalist big business, thich made use of the national state as its aggressive
instrument of exploitation. Those who held this theory believed that if the
state were to control or eliminate private enterprise in international trade,
the threat of war from such economic imperialism would venish. We now realize,
however, that the contest for markets and raw materials can be fully as bitter
end dangerous vhen international trade is entirely under the control of the
state as vhen it is entirely under the control of private enterprise. In fact,
there is a good deal of evidence that the totalitarian national state is

more dangerous and eggressive in its conduct of international trade than

the private.corporation. .Vle are alco beginning to realize that totalitarian
control of the economic life of a nation may lead us into absurd and

inefficient international rivelries, arising fron a desire for autarchy.

On the other hand, we accept in regard to our economic relations with
other countries the same principle that governs our economy at home —-— nazely
that the object of our economic life shall be to contribute as much as possible
to the strength and and welfere of the nation as a vhole. There are circun-
stences, therefore, in vhich Government finds it necessary to essist in maintain-
ing the position of the producers of, for exarple, so vital a commodity as
vheat. There may be times also when it is necessary to assist .private enter-
prise in order to encure that we have adequate supplies of the materials vhich
ve must buy abrozd. -Therc is zn added and equally important consideration
affecting our foreign trade which rust be the special recponsibility of govern-
zent.  The welfore and stability of owr owm economy as a mtional state is
closely bound up with the welfarc and stability of the free world generally.
The commmists assert that our copitalist econony is bound to collapse, a -

Ipostulate on vhich they base so much of their policy and so meny of their

hopes. Indeed, the foreign policy of the Soviet State today is determined

in part on a gamble that this assertion is correct. A group of wen sit in -

the Kremlin waiting expectztly for wn ccenonic depression to destroy the
strength and independence of the frec world. That will be thdr opportunity,
and they will know how to exploit it. [xny frce nation vhich pursues policies
that weaken the economic stability of the Testera World, or which fails to

‘}dOP'G policies that will strengthen that stability, is betraying, therefore, both
its omn interests and the interests of free men everywherc.

Over the past generation, we have made great progress in working
out methods by vhich private individuals and associgtions on the onc hand, and
'?he state on the other, can cooperate in a manner which does not endenger the
Interests of cither the commmity as a vhole or of any of its members. There
are many ezamples of this development in Canada. They vary cnormously and
¢ech is adapted to the circumstances which it is designed to meet. In banking,
in f.rmxsportation, in radio kroudcasting, in the marketing of staple commodities,
OF in the manufccture of essential products, where the responsibilities are too
gteat for private enterprise to undertuke alone, we have devised methods for
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ining private with public enterprise. The Canadian Broadcasting Corporation
.4 the Bank of Canada are as thoroughly integrated into our economic life as
Loy private corporation.. The people of Canada realize that progress will lie
hrough the continued blending of public and private enterprise. Our exper-

honb

Even in the 19th century, which most people regard as a period of
;nfestricted free enterprise, the building of Canada's railways, her immigra-
ion end settlement policies, the development of agricultural methods suited to
- physical condition, the establishment of new industry, were all begun in
nis way. I do mot think that we could in any other way have settled and
oveloped our country. I am confident, therefore, that in the further exten-
jon of our economy, we shall adopt techniques which grew out of this experience.
me developnent of the north country, for example, is too great and complicated
|, mndertaking, to be accomplished by private enterprise alone. On the other
and, the north country is in some respects the last field of adventure that
enains to the frontiersman. We shall not properly develop this great area of
o country unless we can count in very large measure on individual initiative
4 enterprise to which the greatest possible opportunity should be given.

Amther aspect of Canadian affairs which we must regard in the same
ooperative spirit is the relationship between federal and provincial govern-
ients. The people of Canada quite sensibly have refused to regard this question
s a contest between federal and provincial authorities, which one or other of
lien must win. Over the years, they have made it quite clear that they will
ever give authority in federal affairs to men who advocate a limitation or
estriction of the powers which properly belong to the federal governnment.
ey have made it equally clear that they will not choose a provincial govern-
ent vhich wishes to give away provincial rights, or permits this to happen.

%

In any case, the idea of a contest in Canada between federal and
ovincial authorities is falsec and misleading and dangerous. It is high time
at this sinister idea of inevitable conflict were dispelled. It would, I
ink, be helpful if the federal and provincial governments could be given an
rtunity to join in some declagration vhich weuld assist in clearing the
of these dangerous views. The central and local governments together pro-
ide the citizen of Canada with the functions of government vhich he requires,
there is no reason why Canadians should quarrel with themselves or amongst
themselves as to which of these agencies of government should serve their
ceds in particular cases. If there is overlapping, or if it is not quite
ear vhere responsibility lies, it should not be difficult to work out a
atisfactory arrangement to meet any special circumstance. The valuable tech-
ique of the Dominion-Provinciel Conference, for example, has been and can be
ised for this purpose. Ve have, in fact, been making arrangements of this

for over 80 years, and a curprising variety of techniques and procedures for

operation between federal and provincial governments has been devised. At

time during this period has ithe iIntegrity of the provinces within their owm
ields of responsibility been in any serious or continued danger, in spite of
e shrill protestations to the centrary «f reon who would exploit such a danger
their own ends. On the other haéd, cur ¢ .crience in the past rakes it

ite clear that the Canadian people dc act inlend that the deliberate decision

e in this. country many years ago tc uccept a federal system of government
ould make it impossible or even difficult to provide effective national
inistration in the circumstances of our present age.

2 Ul dell
f2r

i Wie should, I think, tidy up our constitutional structure, by estabh-
ishing the final judicial authority of our owm Courts of Appeal, and by pro-
?ding ourselves with a nore rational and appropriate means of amending oup
lederal constitution than we have at present. We should then go on as we have
the past, adjusting the differences between federel and provincial govern-
uts by negotiation and agrecment, by judicial decision, by agreed conclusions
Dominion-Provincial Confercnces, and by the development of administrative

ods for cooperation between federal and provincial governments; if necessary,
Constitutional amendment. In doing so, we shall be acting in accordance with

tence has already proved this process to be invaluable in our national develop-ment. _
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the clear intention of those who established Confederation, that a genuine
palance between federal and provincial governments should be maintained. The
owth of our country since 1867 enforces the validity of this intention. Quite
gpart from the special problem of relations between French and English speaking '
people in Canada, the size and complexity of Canada justify our federal system
of government. If the provinces are to play their proper role within this
system, they must continue to have real and effective responsibility for the
important spheres of government which have been assigned to them. They nmust
continue to attract capable men to their legislatures. They have a vital con-
tribution to give to the life and welfare of the people, and they must continue
to be in a position to meke it. Equally, the federal government must be
capable of giving leadership and assuming responsibility in matters of national
concern. Wwhen it lacks the authority necessary to perform this purely national
ction, it must take the initiative in making arrangements to secure it,
é;\in;hout, of course, and I emphasize this, interfering with any of those provin-
‘cial or minority rights which are at the very basis of our national structure.

We cannot achieve the proper balance between federal and provincial
sovernuents by any single definition of responsibility which will be valid fpr
b11 time. If all the provinces, together with the federal governuent,are to

play their full and proper part, there must be ‘a continual process of adjustment
between federal and provincial governments, conducted on the basis of a desire
bn a1l sides to contribute to the welfare of the Canadian people as a whole.
lbove all, we must repudiate the untrue and dangerous doctrine that there is

some difference between a Canadian who is represented in Ottawa and one
represented in a provincial capital.

' The establishment of this nation was a great act of faith on the
art of men who believed that the ingenuity and resourcefulness of our people
tould overcome the cultural, political and physical barriers which impeded our
mity. We have found it a bigger task than even the Fathers of Confederation
realized to build a state from the Atlantic to the Pacific, and along the

orthern boundaries of the United States; to populate its hinterland, to

evelop its resources, and to maintain its unity against the strains and
tresses of the modern world. In seeking to accomplish this task we have had
0 face and overcome problems that the Fathers of Confederation never dreamed
f. If we have met success, it has been because national policies have
epresented a careful and considered balancing of political and economic

orces; because we have recognized and understood sectional and minority
ifferences and yet have resolved that these differences should not be per-
itted to prevent the formation of a Canada which would be greater than its
arts.

d

In the field of foreign relations, we have also endeavoured to hold
at niddle ground which lies soucwhere between unintelligent and unimaginative
sistence on our national sovereignty at the one extreme, and vague and
ractical support for internationelism at the other. We have zade it
creasingly clear that we are prepared to cooperate with other nations in
ealistic measures for the developient of government on an international basis,
ub ¥e have not forgotten that the best is sonmctimes the enemy of the good.

¢ high reputation which Canada enjcys abroad is, I thirk, due in part to
Wis practical approach which we have taken to the problem of international
elations. This has characterized our attitude towards the United Nations,
here we have tried to concentrate our attention on those functions of the
Tganization vhich give promise of irmediate helpful results, while never
Osing sight of the ultimate high purpose for which it was founded and which
% mist one day achieve.

A good. example of this pragmatic and practical approach to inter-
ational affairs is found, I think, in our attitude toward the North Atlantic
taty, In the absence of a strong and workable supranational legal and
olitical order the threat of aggression is always present whether it origi-
tes in Gernany, Italy, or Japan, as before the recent war; or whether it

Trges In a somewhat different form as at present. It is unfortunately
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perfectly clear that the rule of law cannot yet be established internationally.
It seems to be equally clear that vhile the United Nations can do end is
doing many good things, and while we should keep striving to make it more
effective, nevertheless, it cannot in present circumstances give its members
that security against aggression which they seek. It follows s therefore, that
the next best way of dealing with aggression, or the threat of aggression, is
for friendly states, who have confidence in each other's pacific intentions s to
pand together in order to be in a position to take collective police action
against an aggressor. The North Atlantic Pact is such an arrangement. Its aim
is to stop aggression before it starts by convincing the potential attacker
that he would gain nothing by a resort to arms. If this can be done, then a
better atmosphere can be created for the solution of those international
problems which breed mistrust, fear and insecurity. Of course, without such a
solution, neither the Atlantic nor any other peace pact can in the long run
ensure peace. ’

The Atlantic Pact is, then, only a "second best", but surely it would
be folly to reject it as such because at this time we cannot have the "best",
vhich is an effective United Nations as the guarantor of security and the
preserver of the peace.

As we face in the days zhead new international problems of aenguishing
complexity, may Canada play a worthy part in the attempts which rust be made
to solve them. She can only do this, however, if shg is able to maintain and
strengthen the cohesiveness, the stability and the progressive character of
her own national life and her own democratic institutions. The first
implications of our free society are, after all, domestic and concern the
welfare of our omn people. The quality of a state must be judged in terms of
the life vhich its citizens live. Many ingredients enter into the good life.
Physical security and economic well being are amongst them. But equally, if
1ot more important are independence of spirit, the désire and ability to take
initiative, a sense of purpose in life, and the opportunity to participate
fully in the life of the commmity and to share in its responsibilities. Thege
are atiributes of citizenship which only a free society can give. If for any
reason we lose them, the loss will not be compensated by any raterial gain.

A recent novel hy George Orwell, -"1984", gives us a picture of a horrible
society, xeplete ‘with efficient devices and techniques of Government, in which
the irdividual has been reduced, finally and irrevocably, to a controlled,
directed, purposeless cypher. As one commentator puts it, it is "a world
'without religion, without art, without science, without freedom, without
elsure, without privecy, without law — without eny of the things that we
today take as much for grented as air and water." The really distmrbing

thing about Gearge Orwell's book is that it may be not phantasy but prophecy.
'Tne constant concern of a free society today must be to make sure that this
%:rrible fate shall not overtale wu. For this reason the public and the

overnzent alike must be vigilant to make sure that the policies we approve,

he legislation we sanction, the administrative prograzmes we set in motion,
contributing to the welfare of the people, do not weaken our free society

br endanger the institutions through vhich thet society has growmm. If we

feil in  this responsibility, then eny discussion in the future of the |

implications for Canada of & free society ill become academic and unreal or

orse.  Those indulging in it may find themselves locked up by the police of

2 "peoples denocracy" as fascists and reactionaries. If so, I hope that my

poncentration camp will be on the shores of Lake Couchiching and that you

il be my companions!




