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Abstract

Some attention has been given to the politics of

John We Dafoe and of the Manitoba Free Press, but there

has hitherto been no thorough consideration of the influence
which the owner of the paper, Sir Clifford Sifton, exerted
on its editor and thereby on its editorial policy. This
thesig is an attenpt to £ill this void, This has been done
by comparing Siftonts views with those exXpressed privately

by Dafoe ahd publicly by the Free Press in regard to federal

politics, and especially the federal political parties, in
thé period 1916 to 1921, Fronm this study it has been found
that Sifton, by hls advice, political analyses and occasional
ultimatums, did in fact influence Dafoe, and thus kept the
papert!s editorial pollicy within the bounds of which he

approved.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

On November 18th, 1896, Clifford Sifton, a young Brandon
lawyer, was sworn into the Privy Council as Minister of the
Interior and Superintendent of Indian Affairs in the newly formed
Laurier government., For Sifton this was the beginning of a long
and varied association with federal politics, and the close of
a brief but successful career in provincial affairs.,

Clifford Sifton was not & native Manitoban, having been
born March 10, 1861, and raised at Arva, Ontario, where his
father, John Sifton, had business interests in a number of varied
enterprizes. After graduating gold medalist in ﬁis clags at
Victoria College in Coburg in 1880, Sifton joinei his famiiy,
who by this timekhad moVed to Winnipeg, and for EWO years studied
law in the offices of S8, C. Biggs. Upon his admittance to the
Manitoba Bar, at the age of twenty-one, he set up private
practice in the young but thriving town of Brand&n.

For the first six years of his legal oareér, Sifton
remained relatively aloof from public life, campéigning for his
father in the provincial elections of 1883 and 1886, and
speaking occa81onally in support of prohibition, but not person-
ally entering the political lists. It was not until” the
provincial election of 1888 that Sifton; upon the request of the

Liberal association of North Brandon, agreed to carry their




banner in opposition to the Conservative hopeful, W, A, Mac-
donaldo1 Sifton's campaigning abilities were evident from the
first, as he unexpectedly defeated Macdonald by the slim margin
of forty-two votes,

For three years Sifton remained a back-bench, though by
no means unheard, supporter of the government of Thomas Greenwayo2
In the course of those three years, the Greenway government, on
the initiation of Joseph Martin, the Attorney-General, enacted
the famous, or infamous, School Acts, which effectively ended
the dual system of schools that had existed in the province for
twenty years.3 With this question, Sifton was to become
intimately acquainted, as in May, 1891, he was offered and
accepted the Attorney-General portfolio which Martin had found
necessary to vacate. Throughout the five most vital years of
the schools controversy, thus, Sifton was a member of the Green-

way government, and with it staunchly defended the province's

1W° A. Macdonald, a Brandon lawyer, Conservative, elected
to the Manitoba Legislature for City of Brandon, 1892, defeated
in federal election of 1896 in the constituency of Brandon by
D'Alton McCarthy, later moved to British Columbia, appointed to
the Supreme Court. ‘

2Thomas Greenway, born in Cornwall, England, March 25,
1838, and brought to Canada as a child. M. P. for Sourth Huron,
1875 to 1878, member of the Manitoba Legislature, 1879 to 1904,
Premier of Manitoba, January, 1888 to January, 1898, M., P, for
Lisgar, 1904-1908. Appointed member of the Board of Railway
Commissioners, = Died, October 30, 1908 . :

3Joseph Martin, 'Bern:Sépbember 24, 1852, called to Manitoba '
Bar 1882, M,L.A, for Portage la Prairie 1883 to 1892, Attorney~ T
General in the Greenway government 1888 to 1891, Member of Parliament .
for Porbage la Prairie 1893 to 1896, moved to British Coluubia ‘
1897, Member of British Columbia Legislature 1898 to 1903, Premier
briefly in 1900, moved to England 1908, Member of British House of
Commons, 1910 until his death in 1918,
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rights against the interventionist designs of the Conservative
government at Ottawa., It was, in fact, Sifton rather than
Greenway who participated in the formulation of the so-called
"Laurier-Greenway" settlement that followed hard on the heels
of Liberal party's electoral victory of 1896}

It was after his participation in the schools settlement
that Sifton entered the federal government of Wilfrid Laurier,
as Ministef of the Interior., He retained this portfolio for a
period slightly less than nine years, in which time his most
notable acgievement undoubtedly was his policy of immigration
which brought hundreds of thousands of settlers to the largely
unpopulated west. In spite of this accomplishment, however,
Sifton's name is probably better known for his deviations from
the Laurier policy than for his adherence to it, The first of
several independemt positions taken by Sifton developed as a
result of the educational clauses of the bills creating the
provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan dut of the Northwest
Territories in 1905. Sifton had not been consulted by Laurier
as to the nature of these c¢lauses prior to their introdﬁction
into Parliament, and he was quick to announce that his views
were not in accord with those of his leader. To emphasize his
position he resigned from the government, and in spite of the
fact that this, combined with other oppositioﬁ, forced Laurier
to recast the clauses mofe to hig liking, he refused to re-

assume his portfolio.

Once outside of the cabinet, Sifton's interest in politics




L
abated somewhat. He continued to sit in Parliament, but devoted
most of his energies to his personal business interests. This
was due partly to the deafness with which he was becoming
increasingly afflicted. In the federal election of 1908 he
declared his intention not to run, but the threat of a Tory
sweep of the West caused him to reconsider his decigion, and he
again won the constituency of Brandon. Until January of 1910
he refrained from participating in public life and pursued his
own business interests. Then he accepted the chairmanship of
the newly created Commission of Conservation, a position he was
to hold continuously until November, 1918.

When he became chairman of the Conservation Commission,
Sifton announced his intention to follow a strictly non-partisan
attitude toward public affairs, as he believed this was
necessary for the fulfillment of his duties. This avowal,
however, lasted only a year, as in 1911 the question of reciprocity
with the United States was thrust into the political arena. This
he considered too important an issue to remain silent upon. As
he had done in 1905, Siftoﬁ withdrew his support from the Laurier
government and put the full force of his abilities in opposition
to its proposed reciprocal trade agreement. And, also as in
1905, his opposition had its effect. Forced to submit the issue
to the people, the Laurier government found Sifton's views
vindicated, and reciprocity rejected,

Sifton declined to contest a constituency in the election
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of 1911, undoubtedly because he could honestly support neither

of the parties, but also because he continued to chair the

- Commission of Conservation. It was the affairs of this plus
business matters that occupied his attention until the outbreak
of war in 1914, After some initial reservations about the
validity of Canada's participation in the war, he decided her
Presence in it was amply Justified, and threw himself into the
organization of the country's contributionou Gne result of his
efforts was the Sifton Machine Gun Battery. For this and his
past contributions to public life, Sifton was awarded by King
George V iﬁ the New Year's list of 1915 the title of Knight
Commander of the Royal Order of St. Michael and 38t. George,
Later in the same year, Lady and 8ir Clifford moved to England,
‘according to Dafoe, "for the purpose of affording a home for
their sons and other young Canadians on their brief holidays
from the tremcﬁesu."5 While Lady Sifton remained in England,
Sir Clifford himself returned to Canada for the summer months,
and thus was never completely out of touch with the-political
situation. He was, therefore, present in Canada in the summer
of 1917, and played a leading role in the formation of Union

government in October of that year. While he did not take an

@On July 1, 1914, Sifton wired Dafoe, "Do not commit
yourself on our participation in the war," Sifton to Dafoe,
Telegram, July 1, 1914, Dafoe Papers, . .-~ M73, Hereafter
abbreviated as D. P. M73,.

SJohn W. Dafoe, Clifford Sifton in Relation to His Times,
Toronto, 1931, p. 390, hereafter abbreviated as C, S.
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active part in the election campaign of +19175-+, he did remain
in the country to give his personal support to Union candidates.

Following the election in December, 1917, Sifton returned
to England, where he resided until 1919. In the next ten years
he only rarely voiced his opinions on the questions of the day,
keeping in close‘contact with these affairs and with the men
involved, but doing little to influence them publicly, From
his correspondence it is evident that two guestions were of
particular interest to him, the first being Canadian nationhood,
and the second, the interests of the west, as reflected especially
in the Progressive movement, While his active participation in
these two movements was slight, those who were involved frequently
found themselves, willingly or otherwisge,; the recipients of his
opinions and advice, Thus until his death on April"i?, 1929,
Sir Clifford Sifton retained the interest in political affairs
that characterized his life, -

In the coﬁrse of his lifetime, Clifford Sifton acquired
several business interests, but none was as important, at least

for the historian as the Manitoba Freé Press., He acquired the

paper in 1898, in conjunction with a business man, John “: i,
Mather.,lt would appear that it was Sifton's intention to have

a. strong Liberal journal in the west., The provincial elections
of 1898 had seen the Conservatives wrest power from the Liberals,

and he apparently was concerned lest the same fate should befall




the federal Liberal party.,6

When Sifton took over the paper, it was edited by
A. J. Magurn. He, however, proved to be unsatisfactory, as he
did not follow the policy guide-lines laid down by Sifton.7
The result was that in January, 1901, a tentative offer was made
to thn W. Dafoe, who was then on the editorial staff of-the

Montreal Star. Several months later, this offer was confirmed,

and on August 19, 1901, Dafoe assumed the editorship of the

Manitobé Free Press,

In hiring John W. Dafoe as editor of the Ffee Press,

Sifton was getting a man highly qualified for the position.
Self-educated, Dafoe had begun his journalistic career as cub

editor with the Montfeal Family Héfald and Wéekiy Star in 1883

6Ramsay Cook, The Politics of John W, Dafoe and the Free
Press, Toronto, 1963, v. 15. How Sifton was able to gain control
of the Pree Press is less clear, however, It was rumored at the
time that he had acquired it through a deal with the Canadian
Pacific Railway on the gquestion of the Crow's Nest freight rates,
although there has been no supporting evidence given to this
effect, On the other hand, Chief Justice Mather: referred in
his personal diary to the fact that the C.P.R. had indeed taken
over the property from its original founder and owner, W. F,
Luxton., (W, F, Luxton, founder and first editor of the Manitoba
Free Press, which he operated from 1872 to 1893) This reference
was as follows:

Mr. and Mrs. H. Sutherland also at Alloways and they
talked reminiscently of the manner in which W. ¥, Luxton now
deceased had been ousted out of the Free Press which he had
founded by the C.P.R. by acquiring stock he had assigned to
Sir D. A. Smith (Strathcona) to secure a loan. (Chief Justice
Mather's Diary, Volume 5, Begun July 1st, 1917, October 29,

1917, pp. 86-87)

"R, Cook, op. cit., D. 15.
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at age of seventeen., After only one year of experience Dafoe

vttt

correspondent, where, according to his own testimony, he became

8

"a fighting Grit." After a brief, but ill-fated stint as

editor of the QOttawa Evening Journél in 1886, Dafoe accepted a

position with the Manitoba Free Press. He remained in Winnipeg

for six years, during which timethe basis was laid for his interest
in the problems and politics of the Canadian west. The
opportunity for advancement led Dafoe back to Montreal in 1892,

where he worked first on the Mohtreal Herald, and then in 1895,

for the Star.

Upon his assumption of the editorial duties of the Free
Press in 1901, thus, Dafoe's credentials were excellent. A
wide and varied Jjournalistic career, SiXx years experience with
western politics, and perhaps most importantly, a sincere regard
for the policies of the Liberal party,--these together qualified

him for the editorship of Sifton's Manitoba Free Press.

That this was indeed the case is proven, if by nothing
else, by the forty-three years that Dafoe remained at the helm
of the paper. As well, his appointment as the representative
of the Department of Public Information on the Canadian delegation
to the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 testified to his journal-

istic ability. Dafoe achieved' recognition outside his capacity

8John We Dafoe, Sixty Years in Journalism, Winnipeg, 1943,

Ps 3o
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as a journalist too., One such honor was his appointment as
Chancellor of the University of Manitoba in 1934, a position he
held until his déath ten years later. Another was his appoint-
ment to the Roﬁell—Sirois Boyal Commission set up to study
federal-provincial fiscal relations in 1937. Thus Clifford
Sifton was amply vindicated in his choice of John W, Dafoe as

editor for the Free Press.

Under -the ownership of ILuxton, the Manitoba Free Fress

had been independent of partisan ties, supporting neither party
to the exclusion of the other. Under Sifton, and particularly
after Dafoe beéame editor, however, the paper became an ardent
Liveral partisan, provincially and federally. While it called
itself a voice of the west, it most frequently found western
interests to lie within the Liberal party policy. A deviation

from this practice occurred in 1905, when the Free Press, after

initially supporting the Autonomy bills for the creation of
Alberta and Saskatchewan submitted by the Laurier government,
swung around to oppose them because of their educational clauses,
following the lead of Sifton. Thereafter the paper returned to
support the Liberal cause, a position it retained for over a
decade.

At the outbreak of war in 1914 the Free Preés was quick

to call for a cessation of partisan politics, and for the
parties to cooperate to the utmost for the furtherance of the

war cause. This did not mean that it remained uncritical of
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the government of Sir Robert Borden, as it was vocifercuss in
its condemnatory remarks on the munitions and supplies scandals
that were revealed in 1915, In spite of these, however, the

Free Press was opposed to a wartime election which might have

brought the Liberals back into bower, on the basis that such an
election would detract public and governmental attention from

the war effort.9 The extension of the life of Parliament agreed

to by both parties in February, 1916, thus met with the complete
approval of the paper, it stating that "there-ought to follow
more open cooperation between the leaders bf the two parties..,."lo

At the beginning of 1916, therefore, the Free Press's attitude

toward the Borden government was critical and unfriendly. At

the same time, while the paper was sympathetic toward the federal
Liberal party, it refused to endorse a war~-time election that
might have brought that party into power. Its main interest was
that Canada's contribution to the war effort be fulfilled to the
greatest possible extent, and it saw the cooperation of'the two
parties as the best means of ensuring this goal,

With regard to the editorial policy of the Manitoba Free

Pregs there seems to have been no formal agreement between Sifton

and Dafoe. Dafoe, in his biography of Sifton, recorded that

9Mahitoba FreebPreés, “ei,, November 27, 1915, 7w,
December 30, 1915, hereafter abbreviated as M.E.P,

YOy, p.p., = ', February 10, 1916.
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prior to his assumption of the editorship he had a series of
interviews with Sifton at which time the owner "set out in
detail his views on all the big public questiong of the day."ll
Dafoe was therefore well acquainted with Sifton's opinions, but
whether he was expected to translate these into editorial rolicy
is a different guestion, Acéording to Dafoe, Sifton was

Primarily concerned that "the Frée Préss must make the interests

of its constituents its first concern. It was to be a steady,
fearless and consistent advocate of the rights and interests of
Western Canada with due regard to the larger interests of all
Canada."l?2 He went on to explain that Sifton.believed that
"those invactual charge of the paper were to be the judges of
what those rights and interests were, and of how they were to
be advocated; the responsibilities were theirs and with these
responsibilities there went the corresponding and necessary
powers."13 This last point was clarified in regard to the

Canadian Annual Beview's conjecture in 1911, that because

Sifton was campaigning against reciprocity and the Free Press

was equally ardent in"its support, Dafoe must have had "a

"l)‘!’

term contract which included control of its policy. Of this

Uparoe, Q%W§L, Pe. 356,
12;@1@., Pe XXV,

131pia,
14 el | e
Castell Hopkinsy'The Canadian Annual Review of Public

Affairs, 1911, Toronto, 1912, p. 51.




12

speculation Dafoe stated:

That is an explanation that is far from doing justice
to Sir Clifford. Nothing prevented him from taking possession
of the Free Press and making it serve his will but his
voluntary renouncement of power, in keeping with a general
understanding, which was never reduced to a formula, as to
the manner in which the paper should be edited and administered.
Sir Clifford's relation to the Free Press was never that of
simply an investor; he was always deeply interested in its
plans, its methods and its policies, and in time these
became his first interest. But in all his active participation
he never forgot his self-denying ordinance, by which he left
the last word upon policy to those responsible for the
conduct of the paper. The Free Press, to his mind, must be
the champion and advocate of the West's interests; and the
final judgement as to the nature of that advocacy he left
to the parties into whose hands he had committed the charge
of the paper.l

But while Dafoe emphasized that Sifton took a " self-denying

ordinanced in regard to the policies advocated by the Free Press,

he also pointed out that Sifton neVertheless took a vital interest
in them. As he noted}

This did not mean...that Sir Clifford was indifferent as
to what the Free Press policies were. He played a great
part in making the, in two ways--by suggestion and in
consultation. I think I might say that with respect to all
the large issues of the last thirty years, in one capacity
or the other, the Free Press had the benefit of his services.
It was my custom, when the responsible parties were
approaching-a decision as: to policy with respect to some
large issue, to send Sir Clifford a memorandum of the
essential facts with all available data, and ask him to turn
the matter over in his mind and give us the benefit of his
judgement, In these cases he invariably made an'intense
study of all the facts, and gave us in brief and cleag cut
terms an opinion which was of the greatest Values,sor

15pafoe, C. S., p. XXiii.

161bid., Pwe XXV-XXVi.
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vIn view of the fact that the above quotations have been
taken from an official .publication of Dafoe's, it would be well
to consider the views that he expressed pri#ately on the matter,
In a letter to - Augustus Bridle, dated June 14, 1921, such an
expression of views is to be found. Bridle had evidently
written Dafoe asking him for information in regard to the Exgg
££g§§ and the policies it had advocated in the past four or
five years. 1In the preface to this information Dafoe asked
Bridle not to "make me and the Free Press convertible terms,
I am the editor of the Free Press in the full sense of the wWords
but I am not the whole works. Our major policies are the result
of consultation and conferences with my assoclates in the
ownership of the paper....Our outside director is Sir Clifford
Sifton. He does not concern himself very directly with the
paper but I have always found it expedient and valuable to get
his views when any large question of policy has to be decided,"17
Here again then, it might be interpreted that while Sifton would
inform Dafoe of his views on a particular policy, it was left
to Dafoe, in conjunction with his associates, to make the final
decision,

While ﬁafoe occasionally, and fairly ciearly, enunciated

his view of Sifton's relationship to the Free Press, Sifton

17pafoe to Avgustus Bridle, June 14, 1921, D. P. M73.
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himself was something less than vocal in doing so. In a letter
to Judge Myers dated March 16, 1915, Sifton disclaimed taking

any part in the formulation of the policies of the Free Press,

stating "The editorial management is entirely in the control
of Mr, Dafoe°"18 This declaimer must, however, be considered
within the circumstances that prompted it. Judge Myers had

written to Sifton complaining of the fact that the Free Press

was reporting all the slanderous charges that were being
1eve11ed against him in the Manitoba legislature, and was
appealing to Sifton to prevent such charges from appearing in
the paper. In view of this, Sifton's reply can hardly be
considered a definitive pronouncement of his role in the Free
££g§§ management.

In a 1etterywritten shortly before his death, Sifton
advised his son Harry to “regard it as a sacred trust to
butress Zgié7‘and strengthen these Zﬁewspapeﬁ7 properties and
enable you to hand them down as a great and powerful influence
for the good of Canada," and adjuring him to "follow the policy
that I have followed,"19 Unfortunately Sifton nowhere delineated
the pblicy that he followed, and this must be deduced from other

evidence.

18Sifton to Hon. Judge Myers, March 16, 1915, Sifton Papers,
C594 160399, hereafter abbreviated g, P.

19Sifton to Harry Sifton, February 9, 1929, quoted in
Dafoe, Co S.‘, p. XXiVD

S ——————r
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To find the policy that Sifton followed with respect to

~the Free §£§§§ and thereby establish his role in the formulation
of its editorial policy, it is necesgsary to make a comparison

of Sifton's views with those of Dafoe and with those expressed

in the editorial columns of the paper. The attitudes of each

of the above mentioned toward the federal political parties in
the period 1916 to 1921 have been chosen for this comparison
because they fill all of the necessary requirements for such a
study. The correspondence between Sifton and Dafoe in this
periocd is fairly complete and thus can be obtained the individual
cpinions and exchange of ideas between the two men on the various
issues that arose. As Well; both Sifton and Dafoe were vitally
interested in, and acquainted with, federal politics in this

period; presumably any influence Sifton might have had on the

Free Press editorial policy Wéuld concern matters about which.
he had particular interest and knowledge. Finally, in this period

the Free Preés's attitude toward the federal parties was not

constant, Traditionally a supporter of the Liberal party, it
broke temporarily in 1916 with Laurier over the bilingual
question in Ontario; then, in 1917, it broke away complétely
from Laurier and the Liberal party and threw its support behind
Union government; and in the yeérs 1919, 1920 and 1921 it
deserted the Union government and gave independent support to
the Progressive movement. This changing of editorial policy

supplies aniexcellent basis for a study of this nature., By
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comparing his views on the various issues with those expressed

privately by Dafoe and publicly by the Free Preés, Sir Clifford

Sifton's role in the formulation of the editorial policy of the

Manitoba Ffee Preés can be determined.




CHAPTER II
THE FREE PRESS AND THE LIBERAL PARTY, 1916

In the spring of 1916 there arose an jissue which briefly

disrupted the association between the Free Press and the federal

Liberal party, or at any rate, that portion of it which adhered
to the leadership of Sir Wilfrid Laurier. This was the trans-
ferral of the schools question in Ontario intb the federal
arena via the resolution introduced by Ernest Lapointe on May 10,
1916. |

" The school question in Ontario was primérily a matter of
language. Until 1912, there had been a bilingual system of
education used in the separate schools of Ontario. However,
in November 1910, upon the receipt of complaints from English
speaking Roman Catholics that in a good many separate schools,
French was used as the exclusive language of instruction, ﬁhe
Conservative government of James Whitney appointed Dr. F. W, Mérchant
as a one~man commission to investigate.1 The report of Merchant,
given in March.of 1912, indicated that many of the charges
levelled at the bilingual system of instruction had'solid bases

in fact. In many of the separate schools, English was only a

1M. Prang, "Clerics, Politicians and the Bilingual Schools
Issuve in Ontario, 1910-1917," Canadian Historical Review, XLT,
No. 4, December, 1960, p. 282,
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subject, while French was the sole language of instruction.,
It showed, moreover, that a fair percentage of the teachersiin
these schools were barely qualified to teach English as a
subject, let alone use it as a language of instruction.2 As a
result of these findings, the Whitney government, on March 7,
1912 issued a new Circular of Instructions, No. 17, to rectify
the situation. The purpose of these Instructions was to ensure
that every student in all Ontario schools, public and separate,
would receive adequate instruction in English, but in doing so
they greatly curtailed instruction in French, this being
restricted to the First Form as a 1anguage of instruction, and
thereafter, as a subject only.

The outery from French speaking Canadians within and
without Ontario was tremendous. Delegations to the Whitney
government proved to be useless. The matter was submitted to
the courts, but both the Supreme Court of Canada and the Judiciel
Committee of the FPrivy Council\ruled, in 1915, that Regulation
17, as the Circular of Instructions came to be called, was

intra vires.3 As a result of these decisions, the French

speaking minority then appealed to the Borden government to

‘disallow Regulation 17 on the basis of Section 4 of Clause 93

2;_1:3;@_0 y P. 283,

31bid., p. 304.
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of the British North America Act, which granted the federal
government the power to disallow provincial legislation on

educational matters that were intra vires on the ground that

they prejudicially affected the rights of the minority. This
the Borden government refused to dlo.LL As a last-ditch attempt
to have their grievance rectified, the French minority then
appealed to Sir Wilfrid Laurier and the federal Liberal rarty
for the support of their cause, in May, 1916, The result of
this appeal was the introduction into the House of Commons on
May 10th by Ernest Lapointe of a resolution that read, in part:
»oethat His Majesty's subjects of French origin in the
Province of Ontario complain that by recent legislation
they have been to a large extent deprived of the privilege...
of having their children taught in French; that this HousSe...
would, while fully recognizing the principle of Provincial
rights and the necessity of every child being given a
thorough FEnglish education, respectfully suggest to the
Legislative Assembly the wisdom of making it clear that the
privilege of the children of French parentage of being
taught in their mother tongue be not interfered with."
The vote on the resolution caused a split in the Liberal ranks,
as Laurier and the bulk of his party supported it while a small
group of English Liberals from the Western provinces opposed
it. The government refused to accept the resolution, and except

for five of its French speaking members, opposed it, with the

result that the motion was defeated by a vote of 107 to 60,6

¥1pid., p. 305,

5Canada, Houge of Commons'Débatés, 1916, Vol. IV, p. 3676.

SPrang, O cit., p. 306.
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REumor that the federal Liberals were planning to introduce

some measure into the House of Commons, in support of the French
minority in Ontario had been cireculating throughout the month
of April, Dafoe, in an editorial on April 15, 1916, announced

explicitly what the attitude of the Ffeé Presé would be if such

an event came to pass. There he stated that the traditionsl
policy of the Liberal party had been that there should be no
federal disallowance in a field that was entirely within the
jurisdiction of the provinces, as education was, and that any
"Liberal member, high or low, who would advocate a policy of
disallowance to deal with the Ontario educational situation

would be a renegade to one of the most clearly defined principles
of Canadian Liberalism.”’ He foresaw disastrous results if

the federal party took any such action, stating that “the Dominion
Liberal party, as it now is, would be disrupted...o"8

In its editorial of May 12th, the Free Press laid the

blame for the introduction of the Lapointe resolution into
Parliament squarely on the shoulders of Laurier. The result,

it predicted, might be "calamitous” for the Dominion as a whole,
and must be “disastrous® for thé Liberal party, as Laurier would

find little support for his position outside of Quebec.9 it

"M, F. P., April 15, 1916.
B1big.

M. F. P., May 12, 1916.
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warned that "there will be no yielding at any point to these
Nationalist demands, which have now so unaccountably received
the blessings of the French Liberal chiefs....They are not going
to be allowed to impose their will upon the rest of Canadao"lo
The editorial of May 13th entitled “Consequences*” pursued s
more radical line of thought. There, the possible consequences
of the Lapointe Resolution were outlined., The paper predicted
that the Liberal party‘'s predominance in Quebec would be
strengthened, which was not desirable, as "the over-representation
of one element in the party conferences has had at times an
unfortunate effect on policy,.““11 It foresaw that there would
be a negligible effectvin the Maritimes, but that in Ontario
the Liberal's strength would be drastically weakened , 12 As for

the West, the Free Press stated that if the Liberals representing

that section of the country continued to be independent of the
Eastern party, their support would increase tremendously013 It
called upon Western Liberals "td decide that they will rely upon
themselves--and thus do their own thinking, formulate their own

policies and provide their own leaders,"lb This was undoubtedly

HO1pid.

Yy, ¥, 2., Moy 13, 1916,
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the moét radical departﬁre in policy that the Eggg Press had
taken in the fifteen years that John W. Dafoe had been its
editor; it was, however, short-lived. For the next two weeks
the Eggg Egggg was strangely guiet on the question, no reference
being made to it in its editorial columns whatsoeﬁer. Explanation
of this silence can only be conjecture. It might be assumed,
however, that the paper preferred to wait and see if any attempts
were made by Laurier at a reconciliation with those English
Liberals who were antagonistic toward him. This assumption is
based on an editorial of May 29th, shortly after Laurier's
journey to Toronto for this purpose, entitled “Smoothing Things

Over.” 1In that editorial the Free Pfess recognized that Laurier

had to some extent regained the support of the Ontario Liberals,

but repeated its condemnation of the action that made such

reconciliation necessary.15
In light of the events of 1917 that resulted in the

formation of Union government, and of the Frée Press's attitude

toward them, this episode of the Lapointe resolution takes on
a new significance, It might, in fact, be considered a dress
rehearsal, or a play in miniature of the larger drama that was
to engulf the political alignhments only a year later. Because
of the resemblance of these two not-unrelated events, it would

be well to clarify, as far és possible, the positions of both

Lu, p. 2., May 29, 1916,
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Sifton and Dafoe and the Frée Press, as a basis for the analysis

of the more important events of 1917.

The first editorial comment by the Free Press on the

possibility of the federal Liberals introducing the Ontario
school situation into Parliament came on April 15, and was
unfavorable to say the least. This was three weeks before there
is any written evidence of Sifton's opinion on the matter., It
would seem, therefore, that Dafoe alone must be held responsible
for the attitude expressed in the editorial columns of the Free
£2g§§o Before this assumption is hardened into an historical
fact, however, it would be well to investigate the circumstances
that led Dafoe to his opinion on the matter., It must be remembered
that Ontario was not the only province to be concerned about the
bilingual system of education in 1916, On March 10th of the
same year, exactly two months before Lapointe introduced his
resolution into the House of Commons, the Liberal government of
Ts C. Norris in Manitoba repeéled the bilingual clauses of the
Laurier-Greenway settlement of 1897, thereby making English the
only language of instruction in the Province., WMoreover, Dafoe
had been so vociferous in calling for the repeal of this clause
that he was labelled by Thomas Cote, in a letter of March 27,
1916, "the father of the new school 1egislation."16 Dafoe

thus had a genuine interest in the question of federal action

16Thomas Cote to Dafoe, March 27, 1916, D. P, M73.
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in regard to the bilingual situation in Ontario, for if

Parliament took action there, the probability that it would
also interfere in Manitoba was large indeed., The fruits of

the campaign'carried on by the Free Press were also in jeopardy.

The Fféé Presé's campaign for the repeal of the bilingual
clauses in the Education Act was really begun on November 20th,
1915, Then it stated, in heavier black type than usual,
presumably indicating a statement of policy, "In the opinion

of the Ffée Pregs the time is ribe, and more than ripe, for the

abolition of the bilingual clause and the substitution therefore
of very specific and definite clauses governing thé teaching of
a second language in the publid schools.”*17 The attitude
assumed in the editorials for the next months was moderate in
tone, suggesting for example, that special congideration must

be given to the French, for "this is their country quite as

much as it is the country of the English-speaking Canadians.“l8
This patronizing attitude, was replaced at the beginning of

VMarch by a harder line. According to the Free Préss, “the

experience of Ontario confirms the judgement of the Norris
government in deciding that in dealing with the bilingual

problem in Manitoba, it was useless to offer our French-

17w, . ., November 20, 1915.

18ﬂ. F, P., January 24, 1916,
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Canadian fellow-citizens any compromise.“19 The next day the
paper stated that "it would be a political impossibility to
deny to other and more numerous nationalities any concessions
made to the French."zo In so pronouncing, it offered the
argument that Manitoba had belonged to Britain since 1670, had
never belonged to France, and therefore was not to be bound by
the special concessions granted the French in the Treaty of
Paris in 1763; besides, he added, "there are no treaty rights

21 |

as to language in Canada.®

The Ffee Présé's last word on the subject came in an

editorial two weeks after the-defeat of the Lapointe resolution.
Under the headline of "The Language Question in the West" he
maintained that here would be less trouble in the West over
bilingualism than there had been in the Past, for "in the West

we must either stick to one language, or go on not to bilingualisn
but to multilingualism. This country must be either English-

speaking or polygoto“22

From an attitude of moderation and
compromise toward the French in Manitoba, it thus swung over
to a position advocating unilingualism as the only language

policy for the province,

Yy, F. B., March 1, 1916,

Oy, F. p., March 2, 1916,

“°M, F. P., May 26, 1916.
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The interesting point about the Free Press's campaign

for the repeal of the bilingual clause in the Manitoba Education
Act, and about the change in tone and content its policy under-

went throughout the course of the campaign, is the fact that

the initiator of the campaign was Clifford Sifton, who from the

first advocated a policy of unilingualism for the province. On

May 18, 1915, Sifton wrote Dafoe that:

The whole bilingual gquestion so far as possible ought
to be wiped out, It is a mine of trouble and faction
fighting., The American principle is the only safe one; to
stand firmly and make no compromise. Now that the political
fight is over in Manitoba, I would like to see the Free
Press take an uncompromising stand upon this question and
Tight to the finish wherever it arises.

Again on July 30th he stated;

I recommend particular and constant attention to the
Bilingual question, and constant vigilance respecting the
situation /of/ anti-national movements. The opposing of
these anti-national movements will be, in my judgement, one
of the principle reasons for the existence of the Free
Press for some time to come., Note particularily the attempt
which is being made in Ontario to endeavor to get the use
of French language recognized in schools as a constitutional
obligation. I need not say that I presume you will speak
out with nﬁ uncertain sound in regard to the position in
Manitoba, 2

Thus it is clear that Dafoe knew very well Sifton's views in
regard to bilingualism in Manitoba; the campaign for its
eradication was apparently undertaken at his instigation,

although not immediately along the lines he suggested. There

23gifton to Dafoe, May 18, 1915, D. P. N73,

2ksifton to Dafoe, July 30, 1915, D. P. M73.
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can be little doubt that the bilingual agitation in Ontario,
the revelations of malpractice in bilingual schools by the
Manitoba Minister of Education Dr. Thornton, and the determination
of the Norris government not to give special concessions to the
French population in Manitoba all contributed to Dafoe's
belated adoption of the Qolicy of unilingualism; but at the
same time these factors'ﬁay be viewed as having confirmed in
Dafoe's mind the wisdom of Sifton's advice, tendered to him
almost a year previously, that “the American principle is the
only safe one," Viewed in this light, Sifton‘'s opinion on the
bilingual question must pertainly be considered to have been a
formative factor of Dafoe’s, and thus of the policy advocated

in the Free Press.

If the thesis that Dafoe knew, and eventually adopted
as policy of the Free §£§§§_Sifton's attitude toward bilingualism
is accepted, it would seem also that he would have a pretty
accurate estimate of Sifton's estimate of the federal Liberal
party's attitude toward the French minority in Ontario.
Sifton, it will be remembered, had termed the opposing of anti-
national movements as "one of the principle reasons for the
Free Press,” and it is apparent that he classed the French
agitation in Ontario as such an 'anti-national movement , ' 22

It would seem evident, therefore, that opposition to Laurier's

253ifton to Dafoe, July 30, 1915, D. P. M73.
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support of an antiénational movement was the only logical
outcome of Sifton's, and by now, Dafoe's opinion on the bilingual
guestion.
There is, as well, further and more direct evidence that

the Free Press's radical departure from its traditional support

of Laurier and the Liberal party was made with the approval,
and perhaps, also on thé urging, of Sifton. In the week prior
to the introduction of the Lapointe resolution into Parliament,
Dafoe had been in Ottawa, where, he reported to Sifton, he

had learned of Laurier's intentions, and had attempted to *"head
it offq"26 His personal assessment of the situation was that
"if the whole party follows Laurier the party is gone; if only
the French follow him Laurier is gone as a nétional 1eader."27
What is more revealing, however, is the fact that in the same
letter, Dafoe told Sifton that he had *to leave for home to-
night; and shall therefore have to forego the further talk I
hoped to have with you. However I think I know your mind on
most of the big issues that may arise."28 From this it is

evident that Dafoe had met with Sifton, probably in Toronto,

before proceeding to Ottawa, and had discussed with him the

26Dafoe to Sifton, May 7, 1916, Sifton Papers, Dafoe
Correspondence, Reel C-734, hereafter abbreviated to 8. P. D. C.
27 1bid,

281p14.
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'big issuesg' of the day, one of which most certainly was the
bilingual gquestion in Ontario. This hypothesis is supported
by the telegram which Sifton sent to Dafoe in reply to his
letter of May 7th; it was:

Regret news exceedingly if event transpires your only
course is to protest vigorously and continue traditional
policy for United Canadian Nationality regardless of party
interests,

Here again, = "a=ve Sifton supportéd: a 'United Canadian
Nationality' which may validly be interpreted as the antithesis
of the ‘'anti-national movements' which he so vigorously
denounced in 1915,

Sifton's view of Laurier's attitude on the bilingual
guestion was communicated more clearly to Dafoe in a letter on
May 1ith. There he called the episode "a preposterous exhibition
for a man of lLaurier's age,” adding that “the gquicker he gets
out of leadership the better for the country at 1argeo“30 He
went on to predict that Laurier's action would result “sooner
or later in a complete upheaval in Canadian politics, and I am
sure I hope it will, The present party organizations are

w31

illogical and absurd, He concluded by advising Dafoe not to

compromise himself "in any respect in the interests of the

2931fton to Dafoe, May 8, 1916, S. P. D, C. N73L4,
30g5irton to Dafoe, May 11, 1916, D. P, M73.
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Liberal party," because "it is quite useless to try to pull
them as a party organization out of their trouble.“32

Two days after this letter was written, Dafoe editorially
laid the responsibility for the bilingual debacle on the
shoulders of Laurier, who,he intimated, had acquiesced to the
demands of the Nationalists of Quebec., This editorial Sifton
praised in a telegram, saying "your article on the Bilingunal
situation is excellent, It fits the case, Keep on."33 On the
same day he wrote Dafoe about an article by his Ottawa corres-
pondent, Chisholm, which Sifton labelled an "elaborate apology
for Laurier and the imputation of dishonesty on the part of the
gdvernment," stating that he saw "no reason"‘for iﬁ, as "Borden's
attitude was first rate and his speech good /and/ Laurier's

attitude was that of a school boy and his speech twaddlen"34

coming out with the demand that the Western Liberals pursue their
own independent line of action, -
Throughout the bilingual episode, in 1916, thus, the

editorial policy advocated by the Manitdba Free Press was exactly

that counselled by Sifton. The fact that Dafoe had conferred

321pi4,

338ifton to Dafoe, May 12, 1916.

34girton to Dafoe, May 12, 1916, D. P. M73, “. . *.
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with Sifton either in the last week of April or the first week
in May on the major issues of the day, added to the letters
and telegrams which Sifton sent to Dafoe in the second week of
May during the peak of the bilingual crisis,would indicate that
this was by no means coincidental, By his advice and encourage-
ment, Sifton played a very important role in the formulation

of the Ffee Press's editorial policy with respect to the 1916

bilingual issue,




CHAPTER III

THE FREE PRESS AND THE FORMATION OF UNION GOVERNMENT, 1917

| The bilingual episode of May, 1916, provéd to be a
prelude to the events of 1917 that resulted in the formation
of Union government. In many respects the two inéidéhts were
similar. Laurier again took a position, this time on conscrip-
tion, which was demanded by his French speaking colleagues but which
a number of his English speaking follbweis refused to- support.
Once again the Liberal party was split on a gquestion that aroused
racial animosities., In 1917, however, the results of this
split were more far-reaching. It opened a permanent breach
within the Liberal party that was not to be completely closed
until a decade later. It brought about an election in which
all the racial prejudices of both French and English speaking
Cenadians were capitalized upon. Finally it resulted in the
House of Commons being divided primarily upon racial rather than
party lines, which at the same time reflected and reinforced the

state of the country. It is the attitudes of the Free Press

and of Sifton towards these events that will be studied in this
chapter with a view to determining if and how the two were
interelated,

The momentary alienation of the Free Press from Laurier

and the greater part of the Liberal party during the bilingual

episode in May 1916 in no way involved an enlargement of its
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sympathies for the Conservative government of Sir Robert Borden.
The paper’'s remarks about Borden and his colleagues were as
vicious and damning after that incident as before it. It
described the Borden administration as "a group of mediocrities®
lacking "in the inétinct of national leadership and constructive
capacityo“l
lacking in the characteristics of a 1eader;“2 Above all it
accused the government of rampant partisanship in its handling

of the war, and of subordinating the national interest to its

own.3 Thus while the Ffee Preés had commended the government

for its handling of the Lapointe incident, it did not alter its
generally critical attitude toward Borden and his colleagues.

While the Fféé ﬁress's evaluation of the Conservative

government did not change as a result of the bilingual episode,
there can be no doubt that this incident did affect its attitude
toward the Liberal party. In the seven remaining months of 1916
it made only three editorial references to Sir Wilfrid Laurier,u
None of these proposed Laurier as a desirable alternative to
Borden as national leader; all were defences of the Liberal

leader against Conservative charges that he was not supporting

v, 7. P, July 26, 1916.

2Ipid.

Bﬂo F. Po, October_24 and November 28, 1916,
I

M. ¥, P., June 27, August 11, and November 2, 1916.

Borden himself was termed an "uninspiring personalityoe.g'“
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recruiting: in Quebec, Moreover, the Free Press never suggested

that it was in the best interests of the Canadian reople for the
Liberal party to assume the reins of government, On September
19th, for example, it stated that:

The Conservatives have suffered and the Liberals have
gained to date because, upon the whole, the Liberal
brogrammes are the more progressive, But it would bhe a
great mistake for the Liberal leaders to assume that they
are the darlings of the Canadian people. As a matter of
fact, they are on trial; and they will in turn be visited
by condemnation if, in the language of the day, they do“
not make good,

This point was expressed more clearly on November 29th. There

the Ffeg Pfeés‘maintained that the Canadian people were sincerely

disappointed with the Borden government; "but", it continued,
"they doubt whether any alternative party Government with its
inevitable concentration of interest and purpose on things of
relatively no importance, can supply the inspiring and resource-
ful leadership which the country must have if it is to escape
great evils and dangers.“6 Therefore by the end of November,

the Frée Préss could no longer be called a *Liberal organ' in

the traditional sense of the phrase,

In view of the Ffeé ?rééé's cooler attitude toward the

Liberal party and its complete frigidity with regard to the
' Borden administration, it was not surprising that its editorial

allengiance was directed along more independent lines. This

5M, F. P., September 19, 1916.
6

M, F. P,, November 29, 1916,

- e e




35
independenCevwas tentatively exhibited in the paper's demand,
first made in May in the light of the bilingual incident, that
the western Liberals should *"do their own thinking, formulate
their own policies and provide theif oWn leadersn"7 On July 15th,

the Free Pfeéé indicated this was no spur-of-the-moment

rejection of eastern leadership, but was meant for serious
consideration by western politicians. It stated, in reply to

the accusation by the Tofontd Neﬁs that the western Liberals

were leaderless, that{

Western Liberalism to the eye of the political machinist
may have an appearance of disorganization at the moment; but
in reality it was never more alive, nor has it ever held
greater promise of usefulness to the people of Canada.
Organization and leadership will emerge when their need
appears; that is to say, before the next Dominion contests...”

A month later it warned editorially that western Liberals should
be prepared for an election, because:

.eoWith our enlarged Parliamentary representation, the
Canadian West should be a factor of moment in the next
Parliament if the members elected are truly representative
of Western desires and principles. Such steps should be
taken as are necessary to guard against an election surprise
before the necessary preparations are made to place in the
field candidates who will fittingly represent Western
interests in the next Parliament.

At this point, thus, the Free Press apbeared to be placing the

support it withdrew from the federal Liberal party behind its

"M. F. P., May 13, 1916,
8

.

et

. P., July 15, 1916.

%M. F. P., August 17, 1916.
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western wing.
The closing months of 1916; however,. did-not see the
expansion of this editorial support for Westérn Liberalism by

the Free ?ress. Instead it began to advocate the formation of

what it termed a ‘national government', that is, one composed

of the best elements of both parties, to ensure a maximum war
effort by the Canadian people,v ThisEdemand3was“firSt made on
November 29th when the paper asserted that "ever since the war
began they the Canadian peoplg7 have wanted a National Govern-
ment that would make the prosecution of the war ité first
business.“lo Such a government, it maintained, on December 11th,
would have avoided the partisanship which in the two previous
vears had subordinated "the public safety and requirements of
efficiency to selfish materialistic considerations of politics,"11
On January Zhd, 1917, it pointed out that of all the British
Dominions and the nations in the Grand Alliance, Canada was the
only country that "still tolerates a Government organized along
prarty lines and devoted primarily to the furtherance of party
interests."}2 The gggg §£g§§ stated its position clearly several
days 1ater;

We shall not have done our ghare as a nation until every

L0y, 7. p,, November 29, 1916,
Uy, 7, P., December 11, 1917,

12ﬂ._§. P+, January 2, 1917.
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Canadian does his bit. A united National Government is |
important; united action by the whole country is more
important. The former is fundamental because it is the
only way of affecting the latter.l3
The guestion of the extension of the life of Parliament, or,
alternately, an election; waé the occasibn for the reiteration
of this demand. The paper stated that a national government
would be the best way to avoid an election which "would bring
to the surface all the cheap tricks of the partisan, the specious
flag-waving, the mutual recriminations that might poison public
life in Canada for a generation,® and also ensure that the 1life
of Parliament would be exﬁended,14 The lessening of recruiting,
which by this time was becoming apparent,was attributed to
party government, and national government advocated as the only
means of rectifying the situation.15 These arguments were
repeated over the course of the next three and one half months;
to review all such editorials would be unnecéssary repetition.

Suffice 1t is to say that the frequency and the urgency of the

Free Press's demand for the formation of a national government

were sufficient to designate it basic editorial policy.
As if to emphasize the need for national government,

the Free Press in the first four months of 1917, augmented its

criticism of the Borden administration. All the ills of the

13Mo F. P., Jenuary 6, 1917,

1y, ,

Pi, January 13, 1917,

L5u, 7. P., January 17, 1917.
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country, economic, political, military or moral, were attributed
to the Conservative government. The failure of recruiting,
and especially recruiting in Quebec, was shown to result from
the lack of effective French representation in the government,
and particularily from Borden's unholy alliance with the French
Nationalists of that province.16 The failure of the federal
government to adopt prohibition of alccholic beverages, in spite

of the fact that seven of the nine provinces had instituted

that policy, was, the Frée Press declared, "to be expected from

a Government not national in character.”17 So too, wasteful
spending and the high cost of living had their source 1in the
Borden government.18 BEditorials of this nature were intended
to exemplify how necessary it was that the partisan Borden
administration be replaced by a non-partisan, national govern-
ment,

In May 1917, the Free Press, with the rest of Canada,

was confronted by the announcement of Prime Minister Borden
that the government was intending to institute a selective
military service plan9 because voluntary enlistment was failing
to provide the number of men commensurate with Canada's war

obligations. Prior to this announcement the paper had

M. F. P., January 12, 1917.

17y, F. P., January 17, 1917,

18y, ¥, P., March 10, and April 25, 1917,
M. E. B
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periodically discussed conscription; it had consistently taken
the position that there was insufficient public support for such

a plan, Almost a year previously the Free Press had first out-

lined this position as follows:

Before there can be conscription in a democratic country .
there must be a social and military organization sufficiently
perfected to direct and apply all the forces thus brought
into play and a public opinion all but unanimous as to the
necessity for action so drastic., We have neither of these
precedent conditions in Canada; nor is there the slightest
likelihood that we shall secure them before the close of
the war,19

This attitude was repeated occasionally throughout the remainder

of 1916, The Free Presg thus treated conscription as a theoretical
issue, so far removed from the realm of political possibility

that there was little value even in discussing it.

After it began to call for the formation of a national
government, the Free Press's view of conscription remained
essentially the same. On January 27th for example, it declared
that "a partisan Government will not or cannot successfully
employ~~and...no thoroughly National Government should require
to employ--..." the selective service system.zo Thereafter it
did not comment directly on conscription, but an editorial on
recruiting on February 22nd, suggests that its attitude was

undergoing a2 change. In that editorial the paper commented

that "recruliting has come to a standstill and the acutest crigis

9, F. 2., June 15, 1916,

20u, », P., January 27, 1917.
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of the war is approaching."; while it went on to blame the
Borden administration for this state of affairs, thereby
suggesting that a national government ought to be formed, it
did not assert that this alone would remedy the recruiting
situation.?l |
‘toward conscription in the first months of 1917 was undergoing
a change is borne out by its comments on Borden's announcement
of conscription. In its editorial of May 2lst, entitled
*Compulsory Service In Sight", the paper noted that voluntary
service had failed to supply the necessary recruits for Canada's
overseas forces, and that if the country wished to remain a
principal in the war it was necessary for other neans of recruit-
ing to be employed;: that is, ititook at face value Borden's

Justification of conscriptionozz While it continued to bhlame

admitted that even a national government would probably not

revive the "spirit of enthusiasm and self-sacrifice” necesgsary
for the success of voluntary enlis?ment, adding "it would, in
any case, have taken time; and time is one factor that we can

no longer be indifferent to....“23 The editorial went on to

Zlﬂ. En E., February 22, 1917.

2y, F. P., May 21, 1917.
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explain that the entrance of the United States into the War.had
greatly increased the possibilities of a succesgsful conscription
brogramme in Canada, as "it will be possible for each countfy
to decline.to become the refuge for the slackers of the other,"z4
Finally, while giving its approval to the principle of
conscription, the Eggg.ggggg made it expliecit that this was not
a sanction of the Borden administration; rather, ﬁhis was one
more important reason for the formation of a national government,
for "the Government at Ottawa must cease to be a party organization:
it must be a Win-the-War Government and nothing elseo.no“25

The assertion of the Free Press that the adoption of

conscription necessitated the formation of a national government
was repeated over the course of the next week, On May 22 it

asked rhetorically:

Who can doubt that if the Cabinet at Ottawa were composed
of Liberal politicians, instead of being composed, as it is,
of Conservative politicians, it would be ag difficult for
such a Government as for the present Government to put into
operation a system of conscription?...

And who can doubt that with politicians of one party (it does
not matter which party) in power at such a time there would
be attempts at the making of political capital??

The only way to ensure that conscription did not becbme a

gquestion of patronage was, in the view of the Free Press, to

put behind it a united national government. This it repeated

2 Iig.
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26w, B, P., May 22, 1917.
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on May 28th and 29th.
Contrary to what one might expect, the Free Press did
not greet Borden's overture to liaurier in regard to the
formation of a national government on May 29th with terms of
praise, in spite of the fact that this was Whét it had been
demanding for over a week. Instead, in its editorial of May 3lst,
it suggested that this overture indicated that Borden had
introduced conscription out of political rather than military
motives, It maintained that if Borden had really been sincere
about the welfare of the country, he would have negotiated a
national government before announcing the necessity of
conscription.27 "The circumstances suggest®, it asserted:
that Sir Robert made his plunge in conscripbtion in the
expectation that it would be a good stroke of party tactics-—-
either ensuring a continuance of power for his party
Government without the trouble of an election, or, if an
election could not be avoided, giving them an issue which
would put tens of thousands of ILiberal electors up against
the hard choice of voting for a Government which they distrust
and despise or appear to oppose a policy which the experience
of Great Britain and the United States shows to be necessary--
if the full powers of modern democracy is to be applied in
wWar. " 28
The following day, June 1st, this interpretation of Borden's

motives was reiterated,

On June 2nd, however, the Free Press returned to its

demand for national government, maintaining that whatever

27M, F, P., May 31, 1917,
28
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ulterior motives Borden may have had, it was essential that the
two parties bury their differences and come together to ensufe
the success of conscription. The initiative in bringing about
a national government lay with Borden, it asserted, but if he
offered fair and reasonable terms to Laurier or any other
Canadian, there could be "no refusal without recreancy."29
This was essentially the content of the paper's June 4th editorial,
when it commented on the failure of the politicians to find
acceptable terms of ‘union. "“If politicians in this crisis
cannot trust one anothert, it warned, *it should be obvious that
the country can no longer trust the politicians...;A General
EBlection might result in the elimination of a few of the
gentlemen»who cannot be trusted..."BO On the following day,

the Free Preés, to facilitate the negotiations between Borden

and laurier, suggested that Laurier's demand for a referendum

on conscription might be fulfilled without delaying conscription
by including it on the registration forms.Bl. This would have
the added advantage of securing the registration of anti-
congscriptionists who might otherwise fail to do so, for in order
to vote against conscription they would have to register. The

prowers at Ottawa, however, failed to consider such a means of

9, F. F., June 2, 1917,

Ou, F. EB., June 4, 1917,

Ay, ¥. p., June 5, 1917.
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compromise, as on June 6th Laurier communicated to Borden his
refusal to Jjoin with him in a national government.
The failure of the negotiations between Borden and Laurier

elicited, on June 8th, the condemnation of the Ffee Press, There

it declared that Borden's overture to Laurier "was not a bona
iigg attempt to bring about a condition of national amity, but
a daring manoeuvre intended to accentuate the state of disunion
into which the country has fallen, as a preliminary to a party
contest."32 This condemnation was somewhat modified by its
counsel to its readers "to let the situation develop before
reaching conclusions one way or the other...", that is, not

to be too quick to place the entire blame on Borden.22 On

June 12th, nevertheless, the Free Press itself did so, declaring

that either by "a blunder or a calculated effect” Borden had
"torpedoed” 1’.,aur‘1er03LL At the same time the paper admitted
that as a result of Laurier's refusal to join with Borden in
support of conscription, "the Liberal rarty, as affording an
alternative to the Conservative party as a possible agency of
government, has been eliminated for the period of the war.”35

The editorial concluded by urging those Liberals in the House

32w, ¥, p., June 8, 1917,
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of Commons who favored conscription, to break with the stand of
their leader and support the Military Service Bill.36

The Free Press, thus, while it professed to understand

Laurier's position, and to detest the circumstances which
brought it about, refused to follow the Liberal leader. The
editorial of June 12th was only the first of a nuuber which
advised the conscriptionist Liberals to abandon Laurier and to
support compulsion., On June 13th it warned that "if the Western
and Ontario Liberals desire to speak for theilr constituencies
they will, with some exceptions, vote for the bill before the
house.“37 On June 18th and 19th the paper advised such members
not to support the Laurier amendment for a referendum Preceding
the institution of conscription, for thig was in effect 'hoisting®
the original bill; the result, it declared, would be to force
an. election in which the Liberal party would be branded anti-
conscriptionist, and in the English speaking provinces at least,
would be completely overwhelmed°38 As it became clear from the
debate on the Military Service Act that a number of English
speaking Liberals intended to go against Laurier, the Free Press

predicted that “we are probably on the eve of revolutionary

31p14.
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political changes in Canada,"39 This independent stand by
some of the Liberals, it praised on June 29th, describing it as
putting "principles before politicso“ao

It is significant that, while the Free Préés refused to

endorse Laurier's position, it treated the Liberal leader in
tones of moderation. On June 12th, for example, it stated:
It is impossible to regard the situation ag it affects

Sir Wilfrid Laurier without mixed feelings of indignation
and regret. Either by accident or design he has been
torpedoed by a submarine...laurier's cooperation in inducing
the people of his province to accept compulsion was plainly
highly desirable. But Sir Robert Borden went about the
business in a manner which made it difficult to secure this
cooperation and rendered it all but worthless if he did
secure it.*l

The editorial continued to suggest that Laurier might be forced

out of public life as a result, leaving Bourassa in control of

Quebec., "No greater calamity”, it declared, *"could overtake

Canada at this critical time. From this Canada will be saved

if Sir Wilfrid remains in public 1life, as he unddubtedly Will»”i‘L2

By June 30th, the Free Pregs had reached a different conclusion

about Laurier's influence in Quebec, but it still offered no
outward condemnation of the Liberal leader. aAs 1t stated:

The authentic voice of Quebec today is that of Bourassa.,

394, F. P., June 23, 1917,
boy,
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He has been stating his views with perfect frankness. He
says Quebec is against the war., Laurier is at best a
moderating, nor a controlling power in Quebec., If he came
into a coalition government he would leave quebec behind
him. This is why the problém now before the people of
Canada must be solved, if there is any solution, without
the assistance of Laurier or of Quebec,”B
Laurier, this editorial would suggest, simply had no choice about
the position he assumed.
Having asserted that 'the problém before the people of
Canada must be solved without the assistance of Laurier or of

Quebec,' the Free Press did not, as might be expected,

immediately follow up with its evaluation of the form that
solution should take. Instead it concentrated on the more
immediate question of getting the Military Service Act rassed

in the House of Commons. Its editorials in this regard were
essentially the same as those described above; the FEnglish
speaking Liberals must not follow Laurier but must vote with the
government on this issue. It was, therefore, with great
satisfaction that it commented upon the defeat of the Laurier
amendment and the passing of the Military Service Act on July 6th,
The independent stand taken by twenty-six English Liberals who
voted for the measure was praised as "an augury of the better
d%mtmm:meathmmfﬂu

After the revelation of the split in the Liberal party,

“Ju, F. P., June 30, 1917.
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as evidenced by the vote on conscription, the Free Press began

to enunciate its views of the future course to be followed by
the conscriptionist Liberals. This wag the content of the
editorial of July 12th entitled "The Responsibility Of The
Liberals.” 1In a brief review of the first three years of the
war, the paper maintained that the responsibility for the
failure of voluntary enlistment fell mainly on Borden, who had
insisted on meeting the situation with a party governmentou5
Borden's belated offer to Laurier with regard to the formation
o national government, and Laurier's refusal, had shifted this
responsiblity however, "“Today", it stated, "...responsiblity
is shared by the Liberals of Canada and it is necessary for them
individually to take stock of the situation and to determine

What should be done..,,,"a6 For the first time the Free Press

was censorous of Laurier's action, stating that "Sir Wilfrid's
insistance upon his own point of view without much regard for

the feelings of a strong element in his own party makes inevitable

g political revolution."47 It went on to advise the conscriptionist
Liberals to "get together in a new organization and under new
1eadership'or they, in the coming election, will be crushed like

eggshells between the Tory party, reinvigorated by a vigorous

“S5u. F. P., July 12, 1917.
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war policy and“the anti-compulsion party, which nay profess to
be the Liberal party, led by Sir Wilfrid Lauriero”48 With the
formation of such an organization, it arsgued, it would be
possible for Borden to offer the conscriptionist Liberals terms
for a coalition which they could either accept or reject, which
ever was most beneficial to the country. The alienation of the

Free Press from Laurier and his anti-conscriptionist Liberal

following was from this date complete,

Having withdrawn its support from Laurier, the Free Press
launched a propagandistic campaign against the anti-conscription-
ist Liberals, and in support of any element that favored the
adoption of conscription. Convinced that an election was a
certainty, it stated on ngy 14th that the issue was clear and
simple; “are we goling to stay in the war or are we going to
sneak out of it?"u9 Its attitude toward Quebec and Laurier
hardened. That province, which it described as “the laggard
among the Canadian provinces”, was "not to be permitted to
determine the measure of Canada's devotion to the /war/ cause."”"
On the following day it asserted that Laurier could have made

an agreement with Borden whereby a national government would

be formed that would launch a united appeal for voluntary recruits;

“Ou, F. B., July 1b, 1917,
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only if that appeal failed would conscription be resorted to.
This Laurier refused to do, and thus the failure of the
negotiations for national government must fall on his shoulders,>t
their endorsation of Laurier's leadership. This, maintained
the paper meant that ®"they are prepared, in obedience to the
prompting of party, to give their consent to the principle that
the extent and character of Canada's continued contribution to
the war shall be'determined by the wisghes and desirés of the
Province of Quebec,” 53&n T, ., Tnldy f?, i, Y Tt further
called upon the 26 Liberals who had refused to join Laurier in
opposition to the Military Service Act, to give a lead to the
conscriptionist Liberals in Canada.52

On August 7th and 8th the western Liberals held a
convention in Winnipeg to determine their future course of
action., Apparently in preparation for this convention, the

Free Presé reiterated its call for a union netween the two

conscriptionist elements, the Conservatives and the ‘war’
Liberals. "Those who want a Canadian army to guard the graves
of the Canadian dead in Flanders must come to an understanding
goon 1f the nation is not to suffer a disaster that in many

regpects may prove irreparable...” warned the Free Press on

Sy, ¥, p. July 17, 1917,
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August Mth°53 On August 7th it further declared that:

It is within the power of the Western Liberal Convention,
cee b0 bring about a union of political forces for the
remainder of the war,...if it will give a lead to public
opiniono5

With regard to the results of the Convention itself,

the Free Egggg was somewhat equivocal. In its editorial of
Avgust 9th, headlined “"Western Liberals Adopt Conscription® it
took the position that the resolution:

That the imperative duty of the Canadian people ig the
continued vigorous prosecution of the war by the maintenance
in unimpaired strength at the front of our fighting forces
and the taking of all steps necessary to secure the required
reinforcements for this purpose,

was "explicit in identifying the Western Liberal party definitely
and unmistakably with the policy of conscriptiono“55 It is
apparent that this editorial was written before the Convention
had passed the resolution confirming its allegiance to Sir
Wilfrid Laurier as Liberal leader. This resolution stated the
paper the following day, made *the Western Liberals an integral

part of the Liberal party of Canada, of which Sir Wilfrid is the

1eader."56 Such a state of affairs elicited from the Free Press

a daming attack on Laurier and his Liberal following. “In

Russia", it stated, "they have chosen a Dictator to make war.,

53M, F. P., August k4, 1917,
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In Canada we are asked to choose a Dictator to take Canada out
of the War,"57 Its demand for a non-partisan government was
given in clear and unmistakable terms.

It is time for the people to shake off their varty
shackles; to cease to be Grit or Tory; to be Canadians and
nothing else; they want an end to political rancour; they
want unity of feeling; they want vigorous prosecution of
the war; they want a national government NOW.58

The demand for a national government of conscriptionist

Liberals and Conservatives thereafter became the main subject

of the Freé Press's editorials. Whereas it had previously

accused Borden of playing politics instead of considering the

welfare of the nation, these motives the Free Preéé now attributed

to Laurier.59 Bven its previous objections to Borden's leader-
ship abilities, or lack thereof, were modified, as on August
23rd it asserted that "a union governmént under Sir Robert
Borden is far preferable to no union government at all,"éo The
rumor in Ottawa in the last week of that month that the
conscriptionist Liberals and Conservatives were deadlocked
over the leadership question evoked the sharp response that:
The Western Liberals can no more take the responsibility

of wrecking the whole proposition ng union governmen§7 by
refusing to consider Sir Robert Borden under any circum-~

57 1bid.
581114,
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stances than the Conservatives can take the responsibility
of blocking the movement by insisting that Sir Robert
Borden is the only man in Canada capable of leading a union
government , 01

By September 6th the Free Press had come to the conclusion

that a union government would be formed before the inevitable
election. On that date, in an editorial entitled "Declaration
of Intention" it elaborated its future policy as follows:

+s e The Free Press declares that it will not take the
responsibility of assisting in the election of any Liberal
candidate-~however high his position in the party, however
emphatic his protestations as to war policy--if he seeks
the suffrage of the people solely as a party candidate
without the endorsation of a union convention...For the
duration of the war the Free Press is out of party politics.
It knows only Canada and her perils, and it recognizes
only one duty--that of serving the country with whole-
souled devotion.,

Having declared its intentions, the Free Press adhered

resolutely to them. The remainder of September and the first
week of October were given over to the call for union government.
The Laurier Liberals were further castigated for their anti-

conscriptionist, and in the view of the Free Press, their

anti-war stand., Yet it criticized just as vigorously the war,
Liberals and Conservatives for their failure to join in .union
goﬁernment. The paper in these weeks was indeed out of party
politics.

Needless to say, the announcement on October 12th that

6ly, ¥, P,, August 29, 1917,
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a union government comprised of an equal number of war Liberals
and Conservatives had been formed drew forth the whole-hearted
approval of the Free Press, *“The personnel of the new
Government,” it stated, "is a guaranty that Canads is to have
an administration that will be disinterested and capable..,. It
will be a united government, devoted whole-heartedly to the
great task of the war, which will give a2 united nation far-
seeing, high-minded and patriotic leadership,“63 The succesg-

ful conclusion to the cause which the Free Press has adopted

as 1ts own was thus received with very considerable gratification.
The period between the formation of the union government

and its successful reelection on December 17th Was, at least

for the purposes of this thesis, somewhat of a denouement. The

editorial policy of the Fréé Préss was established; all the

energies and resources that it had devoted to bringing about

the formation of union government were organized to ensure its
success at the polls. The welfare of the nation at home and
abroad were equated with union government, while Quebec and the
Laurierite Liberals were termed quitters, determined to withdraw,
or at any rate, fail to continue Canada's contribution to the

war effort. In this cause the Free Préss was tireless; in the

months of October, November and December seldom a day passed

without an editorial either praising union government or condemning

3y, ¥, P., October 12, 1917.
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the anti-conscriptionist position of the Liberal varty. The
results of the December election met with the entire satisfaction
of the paper, On December 18th its editorial "Saved" pungently
described this satisfaction. ."Canada," it asserted, "was
saved yesterday from shame, from national futility, from
treachery to her Allies, from treason to the holiest cause for
which men have ever fought and died."éLL

In shortly over the period of a year, thus, the Manitoba

Frée Press abandoned its traditional support for the Liberal

Party and placed its allegiance behind the Union, national
government. This change in allegiance was not to be a momentary
disatisfaction with the policies of the Liberal party but was

to continue for several years. It is vitally important, therefore,
that the relevant factors which brought it about be investigated,
and as far as possible, determined. For this determination on
such a significant and readical departure from traditional
editorial policy will undoubtedly provide a solid basis for an
evaluation of the role of Sir Clifford Sifton in the formulation

of the editorial policy of the Manitoba Free Press.

%, F. D., December 18, 1917.
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As has been demonstrated, the bilingual issue of May 1916
had a marked effect on the editorial sympathies of the Manitoba

Free Press., While it remained critical of the Conservative

government, its attitude toward Sir Wilfrid Laurier and his
Liberal following was considerably less sympathetic. At the
same time the paper exhibited more independent leanings,
initially, in July and August toward the western wing of the
Liberal party, and then in November more radically toward a
national government. It is the source of these antagonisms
and sympathies that first must be established.

The source of the Free Preés's critical attitude toward

phe Borden government is most easily identifiable, That paper
had traditionally been in the opposite camp to the Conservative
party. The Borden government, moreover, had done nothing to win

its support. The Free Press viewed Borden's handling of the

war with distain; partisanship, patronage, war supplies and
munitions scandals, mishandling of recruiting--all these faults
it saw in the Conservative government. Hence given no reason
for change, the paper's editorial approach to the government
remained after May as it had been before~-highly critical.

The lessening of the Free Press's affections for the

federal Liberal party can be understood by a study of the
personal correspondence of Sifton and Dafoe. Dafoe explained
his personal views on the matter to George Wrong in a letter

on December 12th, 1916:
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I despise this Government...and I see what a tempting
target for editorial broadsides their record offers. But
I greatly doubt whether it is worth getting rid of the
present ministers at the cost of a general election, and
thelr replacement by the alternative party government., No
Liberal Government made up of the public men in sight could
give the people of Canada what they want; a leadership so
Plainly disinterested and competent as to command their
whole~hearted support,05

That the bilingual episode was largely responsible for Dafoe's
reservations about the Liberal party was indicated in his letter
to George Graham on July 30th, 1917. There he stated:

I have had no doubt in my own mind since the bi~-lingual
flareup in May 1916 as to whither the Liberal party was
tending. That was a wanton affront to English Liberal
sentiment made for no other purpose than for the strengthening
of Laurier's hold on Quebec, although he already had as much
support from that Province as was desirable, taking a longer
view og what constitutes the real interests of the Liberal
party. 6

Sifton too had grave reservations about Laurier and the

Liberal party. In May 1916 he had written Dafoe that "the
quicker he Lfaurie£7 gets out of the leadership the better for
the country at large”, and had further suggested that the Free
Press not be compromised "in any respect in the interests of

the Liberal party."67 Six months later [ifton's attitude toward

Laurier and his return to power had not materially changed. Then

he wrote Dafoe:

65Dafoe to G. M. Wrong, December 12, 1916, D. P. M73,
George M. Wrong, Professor of History at the University of
Toronto, 1894 to 1927. Active in public affairs, especially
the Imperial and foreign policy,

66Dafoe to G. P, Graham, July 30, 1917, D. P. M73, George P.
Graham, Ontario journalist and Liberal politician, Minister of
Railways & Canals, 1907-11, 1923-26, Minister of Militia & Defence,
1921-23, appointed to Senate 19%6,

67sifton to Dafoe, May 11, 1916, D. P, M73.
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I regard the return of Laurier without control of his
actions and policy as frought with possible disaster. He
~himself if uncontrolled loses his head completely and he
has gome very weak men close to him who have learned nothing
in the last 20 years. I feel so strongly about this that
T may go home in January to see you and others about it..068

The views of Sifton and Dafoe on Laurier and the Liberal party
were therefore pretty much the same. There can be little doubt

that the change in the Free Press's attitude resulted from this

similarity.
Tt would appear, moreover, that it was primarily this

distrust of Laurier that resulted in the Free Press suggestion,

given in May, July and August, that the western Liberals organize
themselves into an independent body. This proved to be only a
temporary request, as in late November it was replaced by the
demand for natiénal government. This more radical departure
~from traditional editorial policy too can only be understood as
concomitant to and arising from Dafoe's reservations about
Laurier and his critical evaluation of the Borden administration.
By the end of 1916 Dafoe had arrived at the conclusion
that a Liberal government would undoubtedly be as partisan and
incompetent as the Borden administration was proving to be.69
His chief concern was that Canada's war effort be maintained at

its maximum level, and he believed that the continuation of a

party government, Conservative or Liberal, stood in the way of

z
®8gifton to Dafoe, November 11, 1916, D. P. M73.

69pafoe to G. M. Wrong, December 12, 1916, D. P. M73.
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this goal., It was, therefore, in the interests of Canada's war

effort that Dafoe placed the Free Press behind the growing

movement for national government. In so doing Dafoe acted out
of the same interests that concerned Sifton. While Sir Clifford
appears to have had no direct influence in this facet of the
Free Presg's editorial policy, he too was vitally concerned
about Canada's war effort. This was evidenced in his letter to
Dafoe on January 1i4th, 1917, with regard to the rumor that the
Liberal pvarty intended to force a federal election}
I fear that the Liberals are going to force an election.

I will now predict that if they do it will mean the ruin of

the Liberal party and I think deservedly so. I did all I

could, and it was something, to keep Borden from springing

an election on the opposition. It would have been nefarios.

It is Jjust as nefarious for the Liberals to force an

election now,..I expect to be home in April. T would

almost go now if I thought I could prevent the catastrophe, 70
For Sifton thus, it wag vitally important that a federal election
be avoided, for this would distract public and governmental

attention from the war effort.

The reason that Dafoe and the Pree Press arrived at the

conclusion that a national government was required to replace

the Conservative administration while Sifton continued to support
the Borden government would appear to be that for the better part
bf 1915 and 1916 Sifton was in Fngland. There he was largely

out of touch with Canadian domestic affairs, and as a result

his evaluation of the Borden government was somewhat higher than

7OSifton to Dafoe, January 14, 1917, D. P. M73.
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Dafoe's. For the same reason he was less aware of the strength
of the Win-the-War movement which was developing by the beginning
of 1917, and of its demand for a national government. As the
result of his isolation from the tempo of political affairs,
Sifton found 1little fault with the government's war effort and
was most concerned that it should be maintained at its present
level.

As indicated above,it was the question of conscription
which was the immediate cause of the politiéal crigis of the

summer of 1917. The initial reaction of the Free Press to

Borden's announcement that a measure of compulsion was necessary
for Cansda's war effort was favorable. It accepted at face wvalue
Borden's justification of it, This is interesting in view of
Dafoe's personal conjecture on the possibility of conscription
given six months earlier. Then he had written Sifton:

I have some reason to believe that some very daring spirits
in the Conservative party are trying to induce the Govern-~
ment to adopt a measure of conscription for the purpose of
bringing the trouble in Quebec to a head with a view to a
dissolution at that particular moment. So daring a stroke
might save the Government, with the consequences that tgf
domestic peace of Canada might be seriously threatened.

Yet no suggestion of any such motives was to be found in the

Free PreSs's first editorial on Borden's proposal. On May 2lst

it accepted the necessity of conscription, and for the next

week it deemed this necessity as one more powerful reason why

7l pafoe to Sifton, October 17, 1916, S. P, D. C. C73L.
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a national government should be formed., Then, on May 3lst, it
reversed its position; Borden's overture to Laurier with respect
to national government which, in fact, was the realization of
its demand of the previous ten days, was described as proof

that his motives were political rather than military.

The abrupt change in the Free Press's attitude toward

Borden's motives can only be attributed to the influence of
Sifton. According to Dafoe, Sifton had returned from England
in the last week in May and "upon the day following his return
to Ottawa.,.had an interview with Sir Wilfrid Laurier at the
latter’s suggestion; and during the critical ensuing ten days
he was to some extent in the confidence of the Liberal leader
and his advisorso"72 Laurier distrusted Borden's motives, and
3ifton, in his confidence, came to share this distrust. This
he communicated to Dafoe on May 26th, stating:

There is a very unsatisfactory atmosphere and I can only
describe it as an atmosphere of general incompetence on
both sides together with a good deal of weak vanity and
desire to promote party interest, (on the part of the Govt,
party. )73

Two days later Sifton was more explicit:

The situation here is very complicated, I think you would
change some of your views a little if you were here, not as
to what is desirable, but as to what is possible. It is

very much complicated by the apparent desire of a
controlling element in the Govt. to play the party gane

"2pafoe, Cu S.. D. 40O,
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with the cobject of isolating and destroying Lauriero74
The Free Press's reversal of form on this point thus can only
be understood as the result of Dafoe’'s acceptance of Sifton's
interpretation of events.

In regard to Borden's offer to Laurier on national
government Sifton also had very definite views. As has been
seen, he regarded Borden's adoption of conscription as a
political manceuvre designed to destroy Laurier. Borden's
overture to Laurier on May 29th tended to confirm this inter-
pretation for, as he stated on June 5th, if Borden had met with
Laurier before announcing conscription, "possibly the policy
could have been worked out satisfactorily."75 He continued:

As it stands now it appears to be guite impossible for
Laurier to go in on a policy for conscription. The
opposition to conscription in the French Canadian population
seems to.be intensely strongV%nd the opposition in labor
circles is also very strong.

At this point ﬁhus Sifton very definitely was in sympathy with
Laurier's position.
At the same time, according to Dafoe, Sifton did not want

an election, and "in particular he did not want an election upon

so highly contentious a guestion as conscriptiono"77 Yet he

7LLSi_’c‘ton to Dafoe, May 28, 1917, D. P. M73.
753ifton to Dafoe, June 5, 1917, S. Ps D Co C=735.,
761014,

7"7pafoe, C, S., D. 401,
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was "definitely of the opinion that no Government can be formed
which will succeed in carrying out an effective scheme of
conscription without either a referendum of a general election,
and it does not seem at all clear that it wouid carry either
on a referendum or on an election although there would be a
better chance in case of the latter., The victory, however,
would be at the cost of arraying the fEnglish speaking Provinces
against Quebec."78 For S8ifton thus there were several reasons
why a national government could not fesult from the Borden-
Laurier negotiations., First and foremost, Laurier could not
aocept the terms of Borden's offer, conscription, because of
the opposition to it in Quebec and in the labor circles.
Therefore to pave the way for Laurier’s acceptance of conscription
there would have to be either a referendum or a general election:
but he was not sure that either of these would result in the
endorsation of compulsion., If they did not, Canada's war effort
would be seriously impaired. And if they did, the country would
be split domestically, which would also have an adverse effect
on the war effort. WMoreover, while he recognized the difficulty
ofand sympathized with Laurier’s position, he also realized that
if the whole Liberal party opposed conscription, the measure,
with the aid of the French Conservatives, would bé defeated,

This too would result in an undesirable election on conscription.

78sifton to Dafoe, June 5, 1917, S. F. D. Co C-735.
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>There was, therefore, only one way to resolve the situation.
As he later stated, Sifton came to the conclusion early in
June, that "the English gpeaking Liberals in the House ought
not to follow Sir Wilfrid on this question.../Instead/ they
ought to organize themselvesg andvrepudiaté the stand taken by
Sir Wilfrid Laurier, and at the same time announce their
intention of supporting conscription and supporting the govern-
ment in its war policy."79

While Sifton was pessimistic about the possible results

of the Borden-Laurier negotiations, the Free Press was much more

expectant. On June 2nd it called upon the two leaders to bury
their differences and fopm a national government. When these
negotiations failed, however, it tentatively, on June 8th, and
then more concretely on June 12th, adopted the attitude that
Borden had not intended they should succeed. Here again it
would appear that Sifton's views were formative in the paper's
attitudes., On June 7th Sifton wired Dafoe "Think you should

n80

come here first train. Tnasmuch as Dafoe recorded that he

gspent most of June in Ottawa, and as there was no further

correspondence between the two men until June 27th, it would

81

appear that he did go immediately to Ottawa. There Dafoe

79Quoted 'in Dafoe, Cs S., ps LOL,
80

81

gifton to Dafoe, June 7, 1917, D, P, M73.

Dafoe, C. S., p. 404,




apprarently was persuaded of the correctness of Sifton's
interpretation of events and adopted it as editorial policy of

the PFree Presgs.

Bven more significant than its attitude toward the
negotiations between Borden and Laurier was the policy the Free
Press followed with regard to the future course of those English
speaking Liberals who favored the adoption of conscription. As
demonstrated above, the Free Press throughout the rest of June
was insistent in its demand that these Liberals break with
Lauvurier and vote for the Military Service Bill in the House of
Commons, in spite of the fact that it believed Borden was using
the issué to 'torpedo' Laurier. Again it adhered to the course
of action advocated by Sifton.

Equally significant was the fact that the Free Press did

not advocate anything more than conscriptionist Liberal support
for the Military Service Bill, namely the fusion of that element
with the Conservative party in a national government. Such sz

demand would have been entirely consistent with the Free Press's

past assertions that national government was necessitated by
Canada's war effort. Its failure to do so may have been because
it believed the result of the Bordenilaurier negotiations
demonstrated the Conservative party's unalterable opposition to
national government; but this opposition had never daunted the
paper’s demand in ﬁhe first five months of 1917. Again it may

have been because it was unsure of the strength of the
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conscriptionist element within the Liberal party and therefore
waited until the vote on the Military Service Bill to indicate
it. This is a more plausible answer, inasmuch as shortly after

that vote the Free Press did initiate its demand for the fusion

of conscriptionist Liberals and Conservatives. On the other
hand, the answer to this question may also have lain in part
with Sir Clifford Sifton.

Because Dafde was in Ottawa for most of June he had no
correspondence with Sifton, and therefore the exact views of
the two men are somewhat diffiqult to determine. Fortunately,
Dafoe has recorded fairly clearly Sifton's attitude on this
question:

When he /Dafoe/ left for Winnipeg /circa. June 25th/
Sir Clifford was still hopeful that the situation could
be met without an election. He also hoped that a coalition
government would not be necessary. He knew that coalition
governments are never so effective or formidable as they
look; and he knew also that the political group that makes
the sacrifice in joining a coalition government is usually
compelled to keep making sacrifices, often to the point of
political extenction. He hoped that the Liberal members
in favor of conscription would organize themgelves into a
definite group. and, as such, negotiate with both ILaurier
and Borden, He thought that they might be able, by a show
of strength, to induce Laurier to agree to an extension of
the 1life of Parliament; in that case they should, in his
opinion, give an independent support to the Government,
which would enable it to carry out its war policies.82

Assuming that Dafoe has correctly reported Sifton's views, there
seems to be a very valid basis for identifying Sifton as an

important influence on the Free Press's editorial policy

82patoe, Co S.y Do 404,
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throughout the month of Jun_e°
There would as well seem to be good reason to designate

Sifton as a formative factor in the PFree Presgss's decision, on

July 12th, to advocate the union of the conscriptionist Liberals
and Conservatives in a coalition government. As has been seen,
Sifton believed that if Borden had negotiated with Laurier
before announcing the necessity of conscription, a national
government could have been formed, but that Borden's method of
handling the situation had ruled out this possibility. However,
according to Dafoe, he continued to hope that Laurier would

Join Borden on the condition that conscription would not be
enforced until a united drive for voluntary enlistment had been
ﬁndertakén.B3 When Laurier refused to do this, Sifton attempted
to persuade him to grant an extension of the life of Parlisment,
In this case Laurier would keep faith with his colleagues in
Quebec by not being responsible for conscription, but at the
same time would keep the country from a war-time election; the
conscriptionist Liberals, moreover, would be able to vote for
the conscription bill but remain within the Liberalkparty on
other mat*t;e:r's.&L This too Laurier refused to do. PFinally,

the failure of N. W, Bowell in the last week of June, to

persuade Laurier to join the government provided conscription

83natoe, c. 8., £r. 402,

4 1pid., p. 403,
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were not immediately enforced, convinced Sifton that under no
circumstances would Laurier support conscription, and that,
moreover, the Liberal leader intended to force an election on
the issue., The realization of these facts caused Sifton to
conclude "that a fusion at the earliest pogsible moment of
Liberals and Conservatives who were of one mind about the war
afforded the only avenue of escape from the threatened collapse
of Canada's war effort.“85 The date of Sifton's arrival at
this conclusion can be approximated as June 28th, for on that
date he wried Dafoe, who had returned to Winnipeg only a few days
earlier:

Necessary for you and Calder to be here for consultation
not later than Tuesday. Telephone him and arrange, WMatters
of pressing importance which will not wait. Answer., 6
The 'matters of pressing importance' to which he referred were

outlined in his telegram of June 30th which read:

Subject fgr consideration coalition with English Liberals
equal terms. 7

By the end of June, thus, Sifton had definitely concluded that
a fusion between the conscriptionist Liberals and Conservatives
was necessary.

| At the same time there is evidence to suggest that Dafoe

personally had come to this conclusion before he had left Ottawa,

85101a., p. Lok,
8651 fton to Dafoe, June 28, 1917, D. P. M73,

875ifton to Dafoe, June 30, 1917, D. P. M73.
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that is, before Sifton., He laber gtated that before leaving
Ottawa he had "expressed to Sifton his doubts as to whether
there was any workable solution short of a union between con-
scriptionist Conservatives and Liberals, and a submission of
the issue to the electors;"88 Sifton himself later indicated
that this was the case. 1In a letter to Dafoe in the first week
of August with regard to the strategy the conscriptionist
Liberals should use in order to get the convention of western
Liberals to adopt a resolution favoring coalition government
he stated:

Your issue this morning was most excellent, Keep up
your courage., 1 am rather following you in thls but you
are right and I'll back you all the Way a -

Yet it is significant that Dafoe's personal opinion was not

reflected in the editorial policy of the Free Press at this time.

It continued only to advocate that the conscriptionist Liberals
should vote for the Military Service Bill, While it seems
definite that the vote on that bill on July 6éth in which 26
Liberais supported the government measure was in part responsible

for the timing of the Free Press's demand for a coalition hetween .

the conscriptionist Liberals and Conservatives, Sifton‘'s belated
adoption of that policy must also be viewed as a causative factor,

Dafoe recorded that once Sifton had come to the conclusion that

88Dafoe, Cs Ses P BO5,

89sifton to Dafoe, no date, 1917, written from C.T.R.
train, obviously in first week of August, D. P, M73,
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such a government was necessary "his resourcefulness, his
sagacity, his political experience and hisg courage were puh
unreservedly af the disposal of the cause of Union government.?go
One facet of this campaign was undoubtedly persuading Dafoe

that the Free Press should similarily devote its energiesg.

The nature of the Free Press's editorial campaign

throughout July further substantiastes the conclusion that Sifton's
attitude had an important influence on Dafoe, As demonstrated
above, as late as June 30th the paper treated Laurier with
moderation, suggesting on that date that he was "at best a
moderating, not a controlling power in Quebec,"” and that "if

he came into a coalition government he would 1eavé Quebec behind
him."91 In July, however, this moderation was replaced by

tones of condemnation. The failure of the Borden-Laurier
negotiations, which it had previéuSly blamed on the Conservative
leader, were attributed to Laurier. His opposition to con-
scription was equated with gquitting the war and thereby bringing
national disgrace to the Canadian people, Under no circum-
stances, it declared, could Liberals who supported Canada's war
cause recognize the leadership of Sir Wilfrid Laurier. This

was exactly the position assuned by Sifton. The fact that the

Free Press altered its attitude two weeks after Sifton's views

9ODafoe, Ce Sey p. L4035,

91ML;EL P., June 30, 1917, see above.,
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changed, during which time Dafoe was associated with hin in
Ottawa, can only be ascribed to the owner's influence.

By mid-July both the attitude of Sifton and the editorial

policy of the Manitoba Free Press with regard to the necessity
of a coalition of the conscriptionist Liberals and Conservativesg
were pretty well defined. The objectives of Dafoe and Sifton
had always been the same, namely the maintenance of the maximum
war effort, but from May through to the end of June their views
as to the possible means to be used for this purpose differed.
Having agreed on these means, as they had by the beginning of
July, both Sifton and Dafoe deﬁoted their energies to its
fulfillment.

Throughout July, August and September, as exemplified
abéve, the Free Press was tireless in its support for union
‘government. Privately; as well, Dafoe was intimately involved
in the behind-the-scenes activities that 1ooked'to the formation
of this government. Sifton's energies were mainly devoted to
the cause in this way, although he too campaigned publicly.

The affirmation of the leadership of Sir Wilfrid Laurier by the
Ontario Liberals at a convention in Toronto on July 20th
initiated Sifton’s public appearances. This endorsation of
Laurier revealed his strength within the Liberal party, even in
Ontario, and convinced Sifton that an appeal to the people was
necessary to force the English Liberals to abandon him. On

July 23rd he wrote a public letter to Senator Bostock, the
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Liberal leader in the Senate, adjuring him not to permit the
Liberal party to shelve the Military Service Bill., The value
of this letter is in the similarity between its views and those

expressed in the Free Press. "The issue”, he stated, "is

simple, Either: (1) We put our whole strength into the war;
or (2) We abandon our men at the front and dishonor our solemn
obligation,..If anything in this troubled world can be absolutely
clear, it is clear today that we can grapple with this situation
in one way, and in one way only, by the formation of a union
War government admjnlstered on non~bartlsan 11nes, who 15107
W111 stralghtway appeal for a mandate to the people of Canada
and can consistently be supported by every element in the
population that is loyal to the cause."92 The ressemblance
between this ahd Dafoe's editorial assertion ten days earlier
that the issue was clearly “are we going to stay in the war or
are we going to sneak out of it?%, is unmistakable.93

The results of the Ontario Liberal convention prompted
Sifton to undertake a tour of the West in preparation for the
western Liberal convention to be held at Winnipeg on August 7th
and 8th, It consisted of speaking engagements at Winnipeg,
Regina, Moose Jaw and Calgary from July 30th to August 2nd.

His evaluation of the sentiment of the western provinces was

?Zguoted in M. F. P., July 2k, 1917.
Iu., F. P., July 14, 1917.
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pessimistic, as he wrote Dafoe:

With regard to political matters I cannot say anything
encouraging., I had good meetings and good receptions and
I have a dozen new invitations to speak which I cannot
accept. But the anti-conscriptionists took possession of
the meeting to elect delegates at Regina and sent s solid
deputation to Oppose conscription and coalition...Most of
the information I get &s to the effect that Alberta is
against conscription.9

While he did not attend the conference, Sifton enunciated
his opinion about the course the conscriptionist Liberals should
take in a letter to Dafoe a few days previous. A

Have the resolution for Union Govt. submitted in

unmistakable form, no vague gloss or coin phrases, Organize

- the debating forces and fight it to a finish. Let the talk
be absolutely plain and put the Laurier forces exactly where
they belong if they Tight., If necessary force a recorded
vote, Some of them will think a good many times before they
g0 on record, If necessary point out that undoubtedly a
Union Govt., will be favored in the Fast.~-will they oppose
it? I am pretty sure in a final test it would carry to put
1t in the hands of a committee with bower to act., I know
that some of the strongest of the opposition would not
oppose that. However that is a last resort,95

Sifton's strategy, however, failed, as the convention, while
supporting a resolution in favor of continuing unimpaired
Canada's war effort, also voted to endorse Sir Wilfrid Laurier
as its recognized leader. This was as unsatisfactory to Sifton

as it was to the Free Press,

The week following the Winnipeg convention proved to be g

low point in the negotiations between Borden and the conscriptionist

9481fton to Dafoe, Saturday, no date but probably August 4th,
1917, D. P, M73, _

9381fton to Dafoe,no date, 1917, written from CePB, train,
obviously in first week of August, D. P, M73.
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Liberals, notably N. W. Rowell and Sifton. Sifton himself wasg
extremely pessimistic about the chance of success, as he wited

Dafoe on August 12th:

Trying to work out arrangements under Judge or another
neutral leader. If it fails absolutely nothing in sight
except to let present people go to the country as they are.
It means defeat and national disaster.96

Two days later, however, Sifton had revised his attitude., As
he wrote:

I have finally decided to go in and fight it out to a
finish, It will get the best arrangement I can but if the
arrangement is not good T am not on that account going to
run away. We have entirely_falled to get any arrangement
for an outside leader. D./uff/ is not available., A
certain Chief Justice in Ontario was considered but the
objections raised were too strong. There is another point
that weighs heavily with me., I know Borden and he knows
me and we can get along and run the machine effectively.
We could tell nothing about a stranger. He might be
obstructive and he might want to take the bit in his teeth
and run away with the whole thing. In any event the man
can't be found and that is the end of it.97

Any reservations Sifton may have previously harbored about a

coalition government were thereafter completely discarded. Any

28

arrangement was better than none., The Free Press too was of

9681fton to Dafoe, August 12, 1917, D. P, M73.
9731 fton to Dafoe, August 14, 1917, D. P, M73.

981t is interesting to note that while Sifton publicly
advocated a union war government, he personally favored something
a little stronger than this. In his correspondence there is only
one reference to this point, but this is significant and should
be examined. 1In a letter to A. Kelly on August 8th, he noted:
+ e s There doesg not ever seem to have been as much partisan-
ship rampant .in Canada as there is .today. It does not
look as though there would be any chance for a new party.
The only hope we have of beating out the anti-war party is
to work out some kind of a coalition., (Sifton to A.Kelly,
August 8, 1917, €595, 161550, Italics mine)
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this opinion, as it stated on August 23rd that "a union govern-
ment under Sir Robert Borden is far preferable to no union at
all."9?

The successful conclusion to the negotiations for union
government on October 12th was as gratifying to Sifton as it

wasg to the Free Press. On that day he wrote John S, Willison

that "as for me, I shall be able to return to ny plow, I am
very well satigfied with the constitution of the Government.
Sir Robert Borden has not made the best selection of his own
Conservative colleagues but they will do and the Liberal
contingent is very strongo"loo
In the election campaign that followed the formation_of

Union government, Sifton took no part, apparently because he
thought the government was in a very strong position and did

101

not need his help. The Free Press as described above,

continued its condemnation of the Laurier Liberals, and followed

The only plausible explanation for Sifton's favoring a new

party is to be found in his statements a year previous. Then,
he predicted that Laurier's action on the bilingual question
would result "seoner or later in a complete upheaval in Canadian
politics, and I am sure I hope it will., The present palrty
organizations are illogical and absurd.” (Sifton to Dafoe, May 11,
1916, D. P, M73) It would appear, thus, that Sifton conceived
of ,the split in the Liberal party caused by conscription as the
opportunity for creating new party organizations. This proved
to be impossible, and a coalition was 'the only hope', but it is
important to note the radical extreme of which Sifton approved.

99M. F. P., August 23, 1917.

10053 fton to Willison, October 12, 1917, S. P. €596 162010,

1Oj‘Dafoe, Ce Se, DPs 438,
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the policy that Dafoe outlined to Chisholm on October 14th, of
giving the government "strong independent supporto"lo2 The
results of the December 17th balloting amply Vindicated the

interpretations of both Sifton and the Free Press of the feelings

of English speaking Canadians.
In his biography of Sifton, Dafoe stated that "the

Menitoba Free Press,...all through this /conscription/ crisis

was in constant touch with Sir Clifford Sifton and in cloge
harmony with his views...“lo3 The foregoing analysis of Sifton’'s

attitudes and the Free Fresg's editorials fully substantiates

this statement., The paper accepted his interpretation of Borden's
motives in introducing conscription; it followed him in demanding
that the conscriptionist Liberals asbandon Laurier and vote for

the Military Service Act; the change in its attitude toward

Laurier coincided with Sifton's; its demand for the fusion of

the conscriptionist Liberals and Conservatives paralleled its
owner's adoption of this view; and finally, its assertion that

the conscriptionist Liberals should accept Borden as the leader

of a union government followed Sifton's assumption of this attitude,
There can be little doubt, therefore, that Sifton rlayved a key

role in the formulation of the Free Press's editorial policy on

the conscription crisis and the union government that resulted;

102p,5r0e to He E. M. Chisholm, October 14, 1917, D. P. M73.

1OBDaf.‘oe, C. S., p. 420,
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Dafoe, it would seem placed great value on Sifton's ability to
interpret political events and was, therefore, guite willing

to permit the Freé Press to benefit from his acumen,




CHAFTER IV

THE FREE PRESS AND UNION GOVERNMENT, 1918

In view of the unwavering support given by the Free
Press to the formation and re-election of Union government,
its editorial attitude toward that administration throughout
the course of 1918 was to a 1arge extent, predetermined. It
found little to criticize and much to praise in the work of
Borden's Unionists in the reriod between that government's
re-election and the end of the war in November, 1918. For
example, on Jénuary 15th, the paper asserted that "the govern-
ment's course since the election has been such asg *o encourage
the people in the belief that their confidence has not been
misplaced”."l A month later it defended Union government
against the charge that it had not livéd up to its election
Promise to abolisgsh the patronage system and replace it with 8

civil service commission. This, said the Free Press, was in

the process of coming about; "to decline to fillvany vacanoy
occurring in the outside services until the commission is in a
position to recommend a suitable appointee and to gave a
certificate of fitness would be to throw the particular machinery

into confusion..." it declared.2 Two weeks later it accorded

1

=

3

Foy January 15, 1918,

s

F.
M. F. P., February 9, 1918.
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the government the highest of accolades, stating:

It is a matter of universal comment here, by those who
have the government under constant observation, that this
i1s the most harmonious administration that Csnada has known
for at least twenty years...The expectations and hopes of
those who urged union government and fought for it are thus
being realized., There is in office a government which has
but one clear obligation: that of giving the best service
it is capable of to the country as a whole, - It is also free,
almost entirely, from the distractions and interferences
which in the past have made a really national administration
of affairs impossible..."3

Significantly, the reason for the efficiency and capability of
the new administration the Eﬁgg'?re§§ attributed to the new
Liberals ministers, On February 23rd, this was bointed out:

It is pretty generally admitted here that in their
capacity for sustained and vigorous attention to affairs
of state there are only about four of the older members
who can match the achievements of the new ninisters; these
are the Prime Minister,f who is a notab&e worker; Sir
Thomas White, Mr, Meighen and Dr. Reid.

Efficient government was not the only asset of the union
of the conscriptionist Liberals and Conservatives which the

Free Pregg deemed praise-worthy. On March 22nd, for example,

Ay et

1t considered "The Status of Political Leaders," stating:

The theory of the political leader as demigod entitled
to the adoration of his followers ought to be extirpated
in Canada; it has done incalculable harm, One of the good
results of the Union government politicg is that it has
damaged, if it has not destroyed, this illusion, which has
exercised so disastrous sway over the imagination of
Canadian electors,5

M., ®. P., February 22, 1918,

¥, F. P., February 23, 1918.

M. F. P., March 22, 1918,
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Similarily t&e paper applauded the change in the relationship
between the government and Parliament which union had affected:

The whole machinery by which, under the old order, the
government dominated parliament, governed the country and
carried out its programme, has been scrapped. The govern-
ment can make no appeal to the partisan devotion of its
followers. It has, by discarding patronage, thrown away
its power to encourage obedience and discourage insubordin-
ation by a system of rewards. All governments in theory
are at the mercy of their following; but under a party
system the real situation is the reverse of that which is
apparent--the party following is subject to its leaders.

But the conditions today at Ottawa are what they appear to
be: the government has no real protection against the menbers
except the appeal to reason and the merits of its performanoese6

In this same vein, the Free Press in obvious reference to the

influence of "big business” on May 1 contended that "there never
was a Parliament in Canada where the opinion of the mass of the
people meant so much and the desires of the powerful few were
so~1ittle regarded as the Parliament which is now attending to
the business of the country,"7 In Union government, therefore,
the Free Egggg saw a real revolution in Canadian politics. This
revolution, moreover, met with its whole-hearted approval,

With regard to specific actions taken by the Union

administration, the Free Press was equally as generous in its

commendations. Borden's announcement in the first week of April

that all resistors to the Military Service Act would promptly

be drafted evoked the editorial entitled “Drastic, But Jusf."S

M, F, P., April 12, 1918,

"v., F. P., May 1, 1918.

8y. F. P., April 4, 1918,
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The announcement of the government's intention to restrict
titles in Canada also met with the Exgg ££§§§'s approval.? So
too the oancellation of the exemptions granted to men between
the ages of 20 and 22 was accepted as necessary, and justified
by the paper as "the only solution of the difficulty;...the
Government in taking this drastic action is simply carrying
out the mandate given to it by the electors of Canada last
December, "1 0 It adjured the government to "stand fast® against
the delegations of Ontario and Quebec farmers who opposed the
cancellation; "the Union Government," it asserted, "was put
into ogfioe to secure the necessary reinforcements for our
troops in France. This is its first duty; also its second and
third. Everything else comes after--and a long way after,.. kL

On the guestion of the acquisition of the railways too,

the union government was accorded the support of the Free Press,
although on this matter its advocacy Was somewhat gqualified.

The paper, throughout 1918, approved the principle of governmental
6wnérship, and encouraged the acquisition of the Grand Trunk and
Grand Trunk Pacific.l? It assertéd, however that the ten million

dollars awarded to Mackenzie and Mann for the Canadian Northern

‘M. ®. P., Aoril 10, 1918,
Oy, . 2., May 2, 1918.
1w, 7. p., May 14, 1918,

12w, . p., May 17, 1918,
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was much too high, and feared that the owners of the Grand
Trunk would force an equally bad bargain upon Parliament.13
The paper questioned, moreover, the means by which the Canadian
National was to be administered; it feared that as long as the
government appointed its board of directors the railway would

14

be a matter of patronage, The Freé Pregs suggested that to

avoid this possibility the board of directors should be composed
of appocintees of the provincial governments, and the various
boards of trades and labour as well as of the federal govern-
ment.15 Thus while it approved the principle of governmental
ownership of all railways outside of the Canadian Pacific, the

Free Press expressed reservation about the means by which the

combined railways would be administered.

Interestingly, the Pree Press occasionally couns&lled

its readers not to accept blindly the Unionists' actions. On

April 12th, for example, it asserted that "the attitude towards

the government of the newspapers,_of the man in the street, and

of the members of the house itself is one of somewhat critical
16

detachment; there is more criticism than praise.” Again on

June 6th it contended that *the only course for the patriotic

13&. F. Bo, May 30, 1918 and June 5, 1918.
14M. F. P., August 19, and September 9, 1918.

ey e

154, . P., September 23, 1918.
P

léy, .

., April 12, 1918.
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citizen is to give his government an intelligent and disinterested
support; not to expect from it impossiblities, but bn the other
hand not to accept without guestion everything that it proposes
or does as beyond criticism;.u."17 In spite of this advice,

however, the Free Press itself found very little in the way of

criticism, at least of the government's war bProgramme,

Until the signing of the armistice and the cessation of
hostilities in November, the Free Press's attitude toward the
Union administration remained essentially friendly and uncritical.
It defended the government on the charge thét the Victory Bonds
should not be tax-free, stating that the most importanﬁ thing
was to get the loan and that every incentive should be used to
ensure this end018 It continued to praise the government for
acquiring the necessary reinforcements for Canada's overseas
forces, for "it was to do this work that the Government was
called into being,...“19 In this period, Borden was frequently
criticized by other newspapers for staying too long in England;
the Free Press disagreed with this criticism. *Sir Robert
Borden, in this supremely important matter," it asserted,"...has
well served the Canadian people by his visit to England and

has earned and will receive their commendation."zo ~As to Borden's

Y7y, 7. p., June 6, 1918.
8y, B, PB., fugust 16, 1918,
Yy, r. p., August 17, 1918,

20, F, P., August 26, 1918,
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position while in London, the Free Fress was equally as generous
in its terms of praise, On August 2nd, for example, it declared
that "Sir Robert's statement upon...all...phases of the imperial
problem has been scrupulously correct; his Tmperialism is of
that sound, sane type usually known by the qualifying adjective
Liberal,., "2t

As suggested by the above enumeration of issues, it was

primarily as a war government that the Union administration

received the support of the Free Press. This was clearly

exemplified in the editorial of November'25th entitled "In
RBetrospect,” which in tone and substance indicated that the
Union government had fulfilled the purpose for its formation
and that support for it could no longer be justified on this
basis. It read, in part:

In retrospect Canada is genuinely thankful that Union
saved it from a lonely shame in the moment of victory, Sir
Wilfried /Laurier/ and all others of his opinion notwith-
standing, the Canadian people is well seized of the truth
that that fate would have been Canada's but for the
consummation of Union Government with the object--which it
has obtained--of applying conscription upon the fairest
possible basis.?

While the Free Press gave unwavering support to the Union

government, its attitude toward the Liberal oppositioy, reduced

in the federal election of 1917 to primarily a Quebec party,

was viciousgly critical. As in the case of Union government,

2ly, ¥, P., August 2, 1918,

22y, F. P., November 25, 1918,
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this was largely preconditioned by the events of 1917 surrounding
the issue of conscription. As has been seen above, once it
became clear that Sir Wilfrid Laurier was unalterably opposed
to conscription and that in this he was following the lead of
the Quebec populace, the Free ggg§§ turned its big guns on him
and his sympathizers., Throughout the months preceding the
formation of Union government, as well as throughout the elction
campaign the paper condemned Laurier and his following as
opponents of Canada's war effort. While the successful re-
election of Union government in December of 1917 assured the
continuation of conscription, it in no way altered the Liberal
leader's attitude toward the issue. As a result, the Free
Press’s opinion of Laurier and his Liberal following remained
unchanged.

The rumor from Ottawa in the first week of January 1918
that Laurier intended to resign the leadership of the Liberal
party and hand it over to Mackenzie King evoked the derision

of the Free Press. "There is now no Liberal party in Canada,

as an organization" it stated; "there is a party which today
follows Sir Wilfrid and might, possibly, follow Mr. King
tomorrow; but it ‘is not entitled to the name Liberal. The
Liberal leaders of Canada are in the Union Government and the

Liberal electors are behind them."z3 -As to Mackenzie King the

23y, ¥. P., January 9, 1918.
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paper was frank and explicit:

If the Liberal party re-emerges after the war, which is
quite among the possibilities, it will look for its leader
among the members or supporters of Union Government. No
man who was wrong on the issue, which was settled on December
17, can ever lead a reunited Liberal party. MNr. King's
attempt to re-enter Canadian public life as an opponent of
Union Government and its war programme ended in utter defeat,
He will be well advised if he accepts the situation: returns
to his job in the United States as a salaried employee of
John D, Rockefeller. There is no future for him in Canada.zLP

This open opposition to King as a possible Liberal leader takes
on added significance in view of the events of 1919 which brought

him to that position. At this point the Free Préss’s

condemnation of such a possibility was unequivocal,

The rioting that broke out in Quebec over the application
of conscription in April was the occasion for several bitterly
condemnatory editorials on Laurier and the Quebec Liberals,

That of April 9th was particularly biting, It stated:

In theory there is a French Liberal party which is all-
powerful; it controls, with one exception, the entire
French-Canadian representation of the house of commons,

This parliamentary party to the last man detests Bourassa,
hails Laurier as leader. Nevertheless it lives by the
mercy of Bourassa and his clerical associates; and the price
it has paid for the right to exist is the acceptance of the
Bourassa Nationalism,?2

So too, the continued opposition of Laurier to conscription

after Parliament held a secret session on April 17th in which

confidential information was laid before the House in order to

*1p1d.

254, . P., April 9, 1918,
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indicate its necessity elicited damning criticism from the Free
Egﬁﬁgo There it asserted:

Sir Wilfrid /Laurier/ has failed Canada not a few times
since the war began; never more tragically than last week,
when a united and determined Parliament, speaking for the
premier overseas British Dominion, could have given the
Allied cause a moral reinforcement worth an army corps. A
high-minded patriotic attitude by Sir Wilfrid and his
following on this occasion might have gone far to repair the
mistakes of the past, But this could not be, because Sir
Wilfrid could not rise to the opportunity. His position of
ungracious, critical opposition at this moment of dire
national peril places him finally in this war.Z2

Significantly, this was the last major reference made by the
Free Press to Sir Wilfrid Laurier until after his death on
February 17th, 1919. Rather than publicize his position by
critically analyzing it, it preferred simply to remain silent.
After such damning attacks as those guoted above, such silence

was in itself eloquent.

As has been indicated above, the Free Press was primarily

concerned with the government's handling of the war; in this

it found little to criticize and much to dondone. Purely
domestic policies, on the other hand, such as the railways, were
dealt with more independently and critically., This was
essentially the treatment given to the tariff, which in the
pre~-war period had been of utmost importance to the west, and

therefore also to the Free Pfess, As long as the war lasted the

Pree Fress adopted the attitude that the tariff, which in the

26w, ¥, P., April 22, 1918.
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past had proven so disruptive a factor, and which would undoubtedly
be such in the future, should stand in abeyance. Its references
to this question throughout 1918 were only occasional, and all
were moderate in tone., Its editorial on May 10th, for example,
castigated the Liberal opposition for its efforts to split the
ranks of thef@nions?by the introduction of the tariff issue.27
At the same time it commented on the question:

The discussions in Parliament meke it gquite plain that
once the pressure of the war is relaxed the tariff issue
will become a considerable factor in Cansdian prolitics.

If the Unionist party is to continue, and there are g
number of reasons why it should, there will have to be an
ad justment of the tariff issue in which some reasonable
regard will be paid to the desires of the people of Western
Canada. If the adjustment can be made, by consent, before
the close of the war, the po%itical and national conseguences
would be highly beneficial,?
Thereafter, the paper merely suggested that some compromise
agreement should be reached between the groups of divergent
tariff policies, specifically the farmers and manufacturers.29
The Free Ereé§ seemed to hope that the union :which had been
formed for the furtherance of the war effort might also be
extended to the question of the tariff, the greatest single
differentiating factor between the political parties' domestic

policies.

Between the formation of Union government and the end of

27, F. P., May 10, 1918,

281p1q.

29M. F., P., June 18, 1918, and August 19, 1918,
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the war, thus, the Ezgg Press had well-defined attitudes toward
Union government, and the Liberal opposition. Sympathetic to
the point of blind partisan support for the Union administration
on the question of its war policies was balanced by a critical,
often:hostile, attitude toward the Liberal party. It is important
to note that these aﬁtitudes were both determined by the degree
of devotion of the respective parties to: the war effort, and
not be any domestic issues, such as the tariff, In this latter

regard the Ffee Pfess retained its independence, offering

suggestions but making no demands on either the Unionists or
Liberals.,
To determine the causative factors of the editorial

policy pursued by the Manitobé Free Pfess in the period between

the formation of Union government and the end of the war is a
relatively easy matter, inasmuch as the various attitudes
described above were preconditioned by the events surrounding
the conscription crisis., The paper's antiPathy-fdér the Libersl’
party and its support for Union government were, therefore, but

the continuation of set policies. The Free Press, its editor,

Dafoe, and its oWher, Sifton, were all unalterably committed
to Canada’'s maximum contribution to the war cause, and as long
as it lasted they could only support bthe war party, Union
govérnment. What must be considered here, however, is the
difference between the editorial support for Union governmént

envisaged by Dafoe and Sifton, as a basis for understanding the
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paper's later withdrawal of that support.
Sifton's attitude toward the Union government and therefore

his conception of what the Freé Press's attitude toward it

should be,were substantially different from those of Dafoe.

This was clearly indicated in a letter he wrote Dafoe on October
3rd, 1917, nine days before the formation of Union government,
and at the peak of the negotiations in which he was intimately
involved, Then he stated:

In talking with Sir Robert Borden yesterday he mentioned
to me that you had written him on the western situation.
It occurs to me to say that I think it would be well for
you to be cautious in writing anyone, The possibilities
of the future hardly include the idea that the F, P, can
support a party dominated by the Conservatives for any
length of time and it might be awkward for you to feel
that you had discussed matters too freely with the enenmy.,
I do not think you are likely to err on the side of rashness
but yo%owill I am sure understand my feeling in referring
to it.

Even at the height of the negotiations for Union government,
thus, Sifton considered Borden ‘the enemy'; his attachment to
that administration was only a temporary expedient necessitated
by conditions, not a permanent commitment. This was further
exemplified in Sifton's letter to Dafoe on October 15th, after
Union government had been formed:

I wish to have a very serious talk with you about the
policy of the paper and I had intended going out this week
to do so, but I find that it is guite impossible for me to
do so and that it will be impossible for me to leave town

this month. I think therefore that you should make arrange-
ments to come down here so that we can get settled on the

303ifton to Dafoe, October 3, 1917, D. P. M73.
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points I have in mind. It is quite impossible for me to

say on paper what I wish to say but there is the possibility
of the F. P, being put in a false position and I want to
make sure that we understand each other,J1

Taken in conjunction with the letter cited above, Sifton's
reference to a "false position" can only have meant uncritical

support for Union government, which he wished to avoid.

Dafoe too expressed the opinion that the Frée Press should

independently support the Union administration. 1In a letter

to the Ottawa correspondent of the Free Press, H. E. M. Chisholm,

on October 14th, he criticized Chisholm's reports for being

w32 He went

"foo friendly to Laurier and too hostile to Borden.,
on to counsgel him that *the Free Press, while it has no
intention of becoming the organ of the new government, proposes
to give it strong independent support,...”, adding "there is,
of course, no reason why you should not treat Sir Wilfrid with
justice and consideration; but do not go out of your way to

boost him,."33

As exemplified above, the Free Press generally commented

favorably upon the actions of the Union government in the
furtherance of the war cause, This would appear to contradict
the expressed intention of Dafoe, and the apparent desire of

Sifton that the paper give the government "independent" support.

3181fton to Dafoe, October 15, 1917, D. P. M73.
32pafoe to Chisholm, October 14, 1917, D. P. M73.

P 1nid.
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The latter was distinctly disappointed with this situation, as
evidenced by his letter to Dafoe on April 27th:

My conclusions from reading the paper is that you have
attained a very high standard of excellence. On the other
hand I can see no glimmer of an attempt to carry out the
clear understanding at which we arrived before I left, eg.
that the paper should as regards the Govt. ocecupy a critical
and independent position., In fact, I do not think any
Government in my recollection in Canada ever had a more
entirely docile and apologetic supporter,

The reason for Sifton's concern that the Free Press was being

"docile and apologéetic! in regard to the government was to be
found in his evaluation of that administration. As he stated:

There is no sign of a Union Government here. ghe same
cligue is in charge--~rather more so than before.J

Later in the year, his opinion was unchanged as he wrote that
it was "essentially a Tory Government with an infusion of Liberal
w36 |

brains,

As indicated by the Free Presé’s approval of the Union

government's war programme, someone in its editorial management
evaluated the government much differently than Sifton, and
presumably it was Dafoe. Pertinent to the difference in their
evaluations is the fact that throughout 1918 Sifton was in
England and therefore out of immediate touch with Canadian
political affairs. Closer to the situation Dafoe concluded

that the government was carrying out its functions as well as

34Sifton to Dafoe, April 27, 1918, D. P, M73.
351bid.

36Sifton to Dafoe, December 18, 1918, D, P. M73.
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could be expected, while Sifton, not being so intimately
acquainted with its achievements could see little difference
between the Union government and its Conservative predecessor.
Because he was in a better position to judge the success of the
government, Dafoe undoubtedly believed his own evaluation to be
the more accurate, and acted upon it.

At the same time, the fact that the Frée Preés's comments

upon the Union government specifically dealt with issues directly
related to the war cause is important. On the key question of
the tariff, the paper did not commit itself to supporting Union
government; on the contrary its comments were entirely non-
commital, So too with the railway issue. It commented favorably
upon the principle of government ownership of railways, a
position it had taken when the issue was first raised in 1917

and when there was a partisan Conservative government in power,
However it criticized the terms of the acquisition of the
Canadian Northern as well as the means the Union government was
using to administer the newly created Canadian National system,

Thus while the Free Presgss committed itself to the Union

government's war programme, it remained entirely independent of
it with respect to domestic policies., Obviously the paper's
support of a government on the basis of a war programme could
only last as long as that programme was required, that is, as
long as the war lasted, As soon as the war ended, therefore,

the Pree Préss would be free to place its support Wherever it




wished,
There can be little doubt that Dafoe was chiefly

responsible for the attitude assumed byathé:Freéw?resértoward

the Union government in the period between its re-election and
the conclusion of the war. Sifton's highly critical comments

upon the paper's editorial approach leave no doubt as to this

point. But at the same time, Dafoe made sure that it was not

put in the "false position" of becoming a permanent supporter

of the government forces by committing it only to the

administration's war programme, By ensuring that the Ffree Press

would be free to follow any policy it desired in the post-war
period, Dafoe thereby maintained the independence expressly
desired by Sifton, and thus achieved at least in part the goal

they had together decidedupon,




CHAPTER V

THE FREE PRESS AND POST-WAR POLITICS; 1919 TO 1921

The Manitoba Free Pregs editorially was sympathetic

toward the Union government headed by Sir Robert Borden and
antagonistic toward the official Liberal party led by Sir
Wilfrid Laurier throughout the duration of the war,
Significantly, however, the paper’'s sympathy for the government
was restricted primarily to its war programme; with regard to
domestic policies, it was largely non-commital. As a result,
the end of the war necessitated a reconsideration of policy by
the Free Press management. What policy was eventually decided
upon, and the formative factors in this decision will be the
gubjects of this chapter.

Only three weeks after the cessation of hostilities,
the Free Press gave the first indication of where its sympathies
were likely to lie, This was its editorial commentary of
December 4th on the announced platform of the Canadian Council
of Agriculture. That platform demsnded the immediate ratification
of the reciprocal trade agreement negotiated with the United
States in 1911, and the increase of taxation on inheritances,
vnimproved land values, and personal and business income.l

This the Free Press generally approved, declaring that it would

Ly, F. P., December 4, 1918,
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"commend, broadly speaking, the asgsent of+the pecple of the

2 C o - . L
Y Specifically, it stated that:

%

three Western TFrovinces.
The reduction of the tariff, regarded as an instrument
for the protection of Canadian manufacturing industry, and
the prompt acceptance of the standing offer of the United
States of reciprocal treatment of the articles specified
in the unratified agreement of 1911, are practical necessities
for the Westea.J
It concluded by asserting that "if the coalition government is
to be maintained,...the opinions of the farmers must be respected
and considered by the achn‘mistratiomu"LL
The demand for the downward revision of the tariff and
the ratification of the reciproeity pact with the United States
was repeated on December 1lth, and again on December letoS

In January, 1919, however, the Ffée Préés became more moderate

in attitude: it continued to demand the reduction of the tariff,
but qualified this by adding that "there Willbhave to bhe
congideration for manufacturing industries wherever hardship
would be inflicted by too drastic measureso"6 ~Later in the
month it came out in favor of a tariff for revenue as the best
answer to Canada's economic needs; this, it asserted, would

supply the revenue necessary to offset Canada's war debt, as

21pid.
I1pid.
'”;p;g.
5M. F. P., December 11 and December 21, 1918,

M, F. P., January 16, 1919.
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well as ensuring the prosperity of the agricultural community.?
Having once adopted the tariff for revenue policy, the

Free Presg adhered to it for the next three years., In the first

gix months of 1919, especially, its advocacy of this policy
was intense., Complimentary to this demand was the paper's
ardent denunciation of protection as a tariff policy, particularly
as it was supported by the Canadian Manufacturers' Association.
It continued to support the platform of the Canadian Council
of Agriculture, but without mentioning the gquestion of
reciprocity with the United Statés; instead it came to assert
that the Council's platform was "not é demand for immediate
free trade.001%u§7 a demand for adjustment of taxation according
to a real ability to payo"B Throughout the first half of 1919,
thus, the Eggg Ezggg‘s tariff policy was substantially modified
from support for reciprocity to a tariff for revenue purposes,
Although in December, 1918, the Free Press advocated the
immediate ratification of the reciprocity pact, this in no way
involved an alienation of its support for the Union government,
The paper asserted that in the period of reconstruction that
would follow the war, it was desirable to have a coalition

government, as "it can do a great deal, and do it more

7w, F. P., Jarmary 27, 1919.

Mo Fo Po, April 4, 1919,
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efficiently than could a party governmento"9 Besgides, it
added, "no better administration is now in prospecto"lo This
endorsation of Union government was repeated on December 18th,
1918, and January 1st, 1919. In the middle of January, 1919,

however, the Free Pfeés became somewhat more critical of the

government, as it began a prolonged demand that the administration
outline the domestic policies it intended to pursue., On
January 14th, for example it declared:

The complement to repatriation is industrial and sococial
betterment. And that is why the policy of the Union
Government in relation to such questions as the tariff is
a matter of prime importance.ll

Significantly, this was the first indication of the paper's more
independent and critical attitude toward the government. The
repetition this demand throughout the first half of 1919

was considerably more reserved than during 1918,

The tariff policy of the Union government, so long

demanded by the Ffee Press was finally indicated in the budget

introduced into the House of Commons on June 5th, by the
Minister of Finance Sir Thomas White, In substance, the tariff
clauses of that budget offered a ten percent reduction on most

agricultural machinery; as well, the budget announced the

9M. F. P., December 7, 1918.

11ﬂ, F. P., January 14, 13719.
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removal of the Special British tax, and of the general war tax
on foodstuffs, clothing oils and bituminous coal.'? The Free
Press was clearly disappointed With it., "No Western Unionist",
it stated, "would be prepared to accept the tariff reductions
announced by the Minister of Finance; as in themselves sufficiente"l3
It suggested ﬁhat the farmers of western Canada need free trade
with the United States in raw materials and agriculture machinery,
and at least a fifty percent reduction in the tariff on British
goods; “compared with these objectives the reductions outlined
by Sir Thomas White are trifles" the paper contended, More

significantly the budget intensely accentuated the disallusion-

ment of the Pree Pfess with the Union government. As it noted:

There have been many who hoped that the Unionist movemeht...
might...have become a permanent national organization linking
upr the more progressive and patriotic elements of the
Dominion and giving Canada a stable forward-looking adminis-
tration during the trying and dangerous period of reconstruction.
That hope is not yet dead; but it is fading. Such an
organization could only come into effective being if in
its policy and its outlook it was &n fact, whatever it called
itself, a National Liberal Partyol

As evidenced by this commentary, the Free Press was rapidly

shifting to a position of greater independence in its attitude
toward the government.

Even more important than these comments, however, wasgs the

12y, ¥, 2., June 6, 1919.

13g, F. P., June 9, 1919,

Ly, ¥, ®., June 9, 1919,
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Pree Press's reaction to the resignation of T, A. Crerar from

the government in opposition to the budget.15 It saw in this
resignation far-reaching implications. As it stated:

The retirement of Mr. Crerar probably does not imply the
immediate disintegration of the present government, nor an
impending election...lt does, however, mark a step in the
inevitable evolution which has been foreseen by political
observers, There will emerge, sooner or later, a Western
progressive party under its own leadership which will
either sit in opposition or co-operate in the government
of the country on the basis of alliances that will make
possible the fulfillment, wholly or in part, of 1its
pOliCieS. . nl

The paper's sympathy for Crerar personally was further
examplified, as it noted that "it will be the all but universal
wigh that he Zarera£7 remain in public life as one of the

leading representatives of Western opinion in the Dominion
House."17 This was affirmed several days later, when it declared
that “Mr. Crerar, in his address in Parliament, undoubtedly
expressed the predominant views of the west upon the tariff

question."18

15T. A, Crerar, President of the Grain Growers' Grain
Company and its successor, The United Grain Growers' Company
from 1907 to 1929. In 1917 he entered the Union Government as
Minister of Agriculture, but resigned in 1919, and became leader
of the National Progressive Party, a post he held until 1922,
In 1929 he became Minister of Railways in the King Government.
He held Cabinet office again from 1935 to 1945 when he was
appointed to the Senate.

Yo, ¥, p., J
, F, Po, June 7, 1919,

171014,

18y, F, P., June 13, 1919,
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In spite of the apparent sympathy of the Free Pregs

for Crerar and the possibility of a western progressive party,
the paper'’s reaction to the formation of the farmers' political
party in Alberta in the last week of July was extremely non-
committal. It factually outlined the process by which the party
had been created, and added gimply that "the development is a
matter of concern to all existing political organizations and

their 1eaders."19

The cause of this hegitancy to comment more
definitely on the new party was indicated a few days later in
an editorial entitled "Representative or Delegate?” There the

ot s s

Ffee_gggﬁgicriticized the demand of the farmers that they have
strict control over their representatives at Ottawa; this,‘it
insisted, made them delegates rather than representatives, and
was contrary to the EBnglish constitutional system.zo The paper
wanted nothing to do with this sort of system.

The leadership convention of the Liberal pvarty which was
necessitated by the death of Sir Wilfrid Laurier on February 17th,

1919, opened in Ottawa on August 5th, and was the occasion for

extensive editorial reference by the I'ree Press to the party

which, since 1917, had been the subject of its opprobrium. In
the ten monthsg following the end of the war, one would hardly

suspect that the Liberal party even continued to exist if the
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Free Press's comments upon it were used to guage its activity.

Upon theldeath of Sir Wilfrid Laurier, the paper had paid
tribute to him as *statesman, countryman and friend"”, but was
otherwise reserved in its editorial testimony to him.21
Thereafter only infrequent reference was made to the Liberal
rarty. When in March, A. R, McMaster introduced an amendment

into the House of Commong to ratify the reciprocity pact with

the United States, the Free Press was bitter in its condemnation

of the opposition's "childish manoeuvering® to split the

government ranks; this, in spite of the fact that only a few

22

months earlier it had given its approval to such a ratification.

With regard to the convention, the Free Pregs made its

position quite plain at the outset:

The political future of the reconstructed party which is
expected to emerge from the Ottawa convention will depend
largely upon the status of this Liberal-Unionist minority
in the convention and the regard which the majority pay
to their views.2<3

As to the results of the convention, the EEQE,PT6§§ made no
pretense of hiding its disappointment. It 4id not comment
immediately upon the success of the reconciliation of the

Liberal-Unionists with the official Liberal party; only four

months later did it assert that in this respect the convention

M. F. P., February 18, 1919,

. F, P., March 27, 1919,

23m, ¥, P., July 31, 1919.
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had been a failureOZQ

On the other hand, the paper found much
to criticize in the platform adopted by thé Liberal party, as
well as in its chqice of Mackenzie King as leader, The Liberal
Tariff resolution it described as "merely a proposed tariff

schedule, not a declaration of principleo"25 The railway

resolution adopted at the convention the Free Préss called "an

attempt to side-step a question which cannot be side—stepped."26
The resolution on Canada's Imperial relationship, which promised
only to resist the centralization of the Empire, it found
inadequate too.27

Finally, with regard to the most important accomplish-
ment of the convention, the election of Mackenzie King as

leader, the Free Press again expressed grave reservations.

While it granted that King had the advantage of youth and of
administrative and public experience, it maintained that he had
also "one very serious handicap. This is Mr., King's record

on the war; or rather his lack of record. If he took any part
whatever in the organization or forwarding of Canada's war

effort there is not pubiic record of the contributiono"28

Zuﬂ. F. P,, December 31, 1919.
254, F. P., August 15, 1919,
Zéﬂ. F. P., August 12, 1919,
27ﬁo F. Po, August 7, 1919.
28M. F. P., August 9, 1919.
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From these criticisms, it is apparent that the Free Pfess“s

hostility toward the Liberal party was in no way lessened by
its reorganization in August, 1919,

The activities of the Liberal party after its August
convention elicited the condemnation of the Free ££§§§. It
castigated that party for being "Colonialsg by Their Own Choice',

as follows:

As the bidding of poor, jealous, childish political human
nature they /the Libera1§7 renounced their birthright as the
political descendents of Laurier; and gave up to their
opponents the Liberal and democratic conception of the
British Commonwealth and Canada's relation thereto, taking
in lieu thereof the old abandoned formulas of Colonial
subordination and impotence029

The paper was critical too of the Liberal party's attempt to
retain its solid bleck of support in Quebec. Lapointe, the
Frehch Liberal leader, it declared, was bowing to the wishes

of "le nationalism” to attain this end.’® So too the Free

to explicate a tariff principle, instead of its "mere formulation
of expedients without relation to any permanent jpolicy.,“31 At
the end of 1919, thus, the Free Press's severely critical

attitude toward the Liberal party continued unabated.

Tn the last half of 1919, the Freé Press pursued an

F. P., September 13, 1919,
30y, F, P., November b, 1919,

Ay, F. P., December 20, 1919,
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independent 1ine of policy with respect to the farmers' movement
as well, While it applauded the policies advocated by the
farmers, particularly those on the tariff and the question of
Canada's Imperial relationship, the paper found much to criticize
in the form of organization the movement was developingo32
When it especially condemned about the movement were its class
characteristics; these, the paper declared would have to be

shed, for "only as a political party has it any real future, "33

The Pree Press singled out especially the United Farmers of

Alberta, led by Henry Wise Wood, as being particularly
3L

susceptible to this criticism. Wood's desire for class
representation in elective legislative bodies it described as

a "new sovietism" which "would reduce the representatives of the
people to the status of class delegates and turh responsible
government into a class War."35 Even though it whole~heartedly
approved the programme of the accelerating farmers' movement,

therefore, the Free Press could by now be described ag its

partisan advocate in the last half of 1919.

32w, ®, P., August 6 and August 7, and December 20, 1919.

BBM. P, P., October 31, 1919.

BMHenry Wise Wood, an American immigrant to Canada in
1905 who became, as president of the United Farmers of Alberta,

one of the leading spokesmen of Western agrarian discontent in
the 1920's.,

354, F. P., November 5, 1919.
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With regard to the Union government, the Freé Press's

attitude in the last six months of 1919 was equivicol, but
definitely independent. It continued to demand that the
administration dilineate a definite domestic programme, and

36 In October it noted that there

especially a tariff policy.
was a Unilonist pasrty forming, "not so much due to the desires
of individuals as to the pressure of eventso”37 If such =2
party was formed, the paper asserted, "every Liberal-~Unionist
and every Consgervative recovers his complete freedom to decide
his future political course."3®  The Eggﬁ.ggggg's own position
with respect to this new party was made abundantly clear; "the
Unionist party” it stated, "will be given a fair field and no
favor; and it will have to make good or fall Dby the Waysidee”39
The rumor in December that Sir Robert Borden would retire
from the Union government elicited from the Eggg ggggg a more
definitive analysis of the government. It treated Borden
sympathetically, stating that over the past three years he "had

Lo

done his bit.” Union government, however, suffered its first

gsevere criticism at the hands of the paper. This was as follows:

3%, F. P., September 27, 1919.

37y, F. P., October 4, 1919.

Loy, F. P., December 16, 1919.
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The remarkable fact emerged last summer that there was
in power at Ottawa a Government commanding a tidy Parliamentary
majority that did not know whether it was alive or dead;
did not know whether it had a name or not; had no ides what
it would try to make the future yvield it:; had no distinctive
rolicy nor programme.
The paver called upon the members of the government to either
agree on a policy and a leader, or else separate and "let events
take their course.“uz But while it for the first time became

ovenly critical of the government, the Free Press did not

assume a policy of opposition to it. Instead it preferred to
walt and see what the nature of the new political alignments
would be., As it stated on December 19th:

The old ties have been loosened or cut and the old order
ig digsolving...New leaders will emerge, or old leaders will
find themselves with new followers, Neither the one nor
the other can be predicted,

The announcement that Borden would retain the Prime-

Ministership in name, though not in fact, the Free Press

described as "an impossibility", asserting that "the Government
will either be destroyed during the session or it will emerge

as a political unit under definite leadership and with a definite
policy”.”LpLL BEarly, in January, however, it was somewhat kinder

in its comments upon the arrangement, declaring that "it was

" pid.,

“3M, P, P., December 19, 1919,

M, F. P., December 20, 1919,
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probably the only alternative to a complete collapse, with the
resulting administrative and political chaos."45

Throughout the first half of 1920, the Pree Press

continued to become somewhat more critical of the government,
but still failed to»adopt a policy of active opposition to it,
The government's announcement in the first week of January that
a committee of the cabinet would hold hearings on tariff
revision the paper described, non-~comittally, as a "course...
in complete accord with the principle of gove?nment by
representative ministers responsible to the'%hole people..“”6

In February, it found much promise in Arthur Meighen's Winnlpeg
address, declaring that it showed him to be ¥a believer in a
moderate tariff for revenue producing purposes, 43n97 at the
same time supporting the creation of a tariff board whose
business it would be to see that the tariff was not made use

of by certain classes to further their own fortuneso"u7 This,
coupled with the paper's observation that Sir Thomas White's
frankly protectionist address in the House of Commons had

destroyed his chances of leading the Unionist party, suggests

that it continued to believe there was some possibility of the

n5ﬂ, Pe Po, January 3, 1920,

46y, F. P., January 2, 1920,

47ﬂg F. P., February 20, 1920,




109

government becoming a moderate tariff party.ug

The budget tabled by the Minister of Finance, Sir Henry

Drayton on May 19th, however, dispelled the Free Press's hopes

in this respect. While it commended the proposals outlined,

the removal of the W;r customs tax of 73%, and the tariff
structure enguiry, as "headed in the right directiohn.,.", it
also declared that the government was protectionist in principleoug
It admitted that the government was "liable under severe pressure
to congent to reductions-~-almost to a "tariff for revenue,*

put maintained that the necessary pressure could only be

exerted "through the election of independent or third party

w50 Slowly, but very

candidates at the general election...
definitely, tﬁus, the Free Press shifted to a more critical
attitude toward the Union administration,

The retirement of Sir Robert Borden from the government
on July 1st and Arthur Meighen's assumption of the leadership
of the newly-named National Liberal and Conservative Party was
taken by the Free Press as the occasion to clarify its position.

While it praised the work of the Union administration as a

war government, it noted that "since the armistice the

QBM. F. P., March 10, 1919,
Yy, B, p., May 20, 1920,

501pig.,
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Government has been a political failure."5l As to Meighen and
the new party, the vaper was completely non-committal, observing
only that he had“an unlimited field before him for the exercise
of such talents for leadership as he possesses."52

With respect to the farmers' movement, the Free Press

in the first six months of 1920 became even more conmendatory
in its few remarks upon it. While it continued to criticize
the provincial organizations of the farmers in Ontario and
Alberta for their class characteristics, it attempted to show
that the federal farmers' movement was not of this nature, As
it stated on January 12th:

This /farmers' movemenﬁ7 is a genuine political move-
ment, originating in a quite natural way and giving signs
of developing into a great national party. Its policy is
not a class programme;...lt is drawing support from both
the old political parties in both the cities and the country,
and may, quite conceivably, be numerically the strongest
party in the next Dominion Parliament.53

Three months later it declared that "the strength of parties
- in the future 1s going to exist chiefly in the enthusiasm and
devotion of the rank and file," and that judged on this basis
the farmers’ movement "is likely to be in a favored position

"51‘1’

in comparison with its rivalsS...

51y, ¥. P., July 3, 1920.
52y, F. P., July 9, 1920,
SBﬁe F. P., Januvary 12, 1920,

54w, ®. P., April 16, 1920,




111
In regard to the Liberal party in the first half of

1920, the Free Press continued to be highly critical. That

party's attempt to defeat the government in Parliament in the
last week of February was severely condemned by the paper. Tt
saw in this attempt a disreputable motive, asgs follows:

The fact that under a proper redistribution the west will
gain at least twenty members, while the east will lose ten,
may have some bearing upon the demand which is being heard
in the east, and which Mr. Mackenzie King voices, for an
early election,55

As well, the Liberal party was condemned for its tariff policy,

which the Free Pregs described as being "moderate proteotionismu"56

In April it commented caustically upon the Liberals' method of
playing on racial feelings to retain its block support in
Quebeo,57 And finally, the paper refused to let its reéders
forget King's opposition to conscription in 1917. It declared:
It will be quite in order for the electors to give full
consideration to it /King's war record/ in reaching a
decision as to whether...he is entitled to the high and
responsible position of Prime Minister which he seeks at

their hands.b

On one issue only did the Free Press commend the attitude

of the Liberal party; this was its position on Canada's

relationship to the Impire. It had earlier described the Liberal

55M. F. P., March 3, 1920,
56y, F. P., March 2L, 1920,
57, F. P., April 9, 1920,
58y, F. P., April 22, 1920.
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policy on this matter as "colonial,” but King's addresses on
the subject in the early months of 1920 convinced it that at
least he had adopted a policy much more to its liking, that is,
of Canada being a free and équal nation within the British
Commonwealth.59

In the last half of 1920, the final major change in the

editorial policy of the Free frégg was instituted. This was the
initiation of its openly hostile attitude toward the government
of Arthur Meighen. The first indication of this hostility
was given in an editorial note on August 20th, as follows:

The managers of the newly-named ministerialist political
party apparently hope that the last two-thirds of its
elaborate title will be scrapped and it will come to be
known as the National party. Developments to date, however,
rather suggest that it is the first two-thirds that should
be dispensed with, le%ving it with the short and simple
name of Conservative,©0

In view of the paper'’s pre-Union attitude toward the Conservative
party, this comment clearly expressed its growing dissatisfaction
with the Meighen administration.

The cause of this disgallusionment was three-fold. In the

first place, the I'ree Press was highly critical of the proposed

increase in the railway rates by the Board of Railway Commissioners,
Moreover, the chairmen of that Board was Frank Carvell, an

ex~Unionist, and in the opinion of the paper he was treating

9y, F. P., March 13 and March 18, 1920,

0y, ¥, P., August 20, 1920.
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the West in aﬁ"éutocratic“ manner, because he refused to go to
the Prairies to hear arguments against the proposed increase,
and. demanded that 1ts._opponents place their views before him in

Ottawa, Ol

Secondly, Meighen revealed himself to be a protection-
ist with regard to the tariff, and this programme - the Free
Press had most definitely set itself against.62 Finally, and
most importantly in the opinion of the Fréé Press, Meighen's
attitude toward the farmers’ movement was reactionary. As it
stated:
4ﬁeigher?aa§7 planted himself immovably upon the rock
of things as they were, and viewed all movements for change
and all symptoms of unrest comprehensively as part and
parcel of a revolutionary tide which, as threatening to
sweep away the landmarks of g%vilization, must be resisted
with unflinching resolution.
Having thus placed himself agaihsﬁ this group, the Prime

Minister alienated permenently the support of the Free Press,

Having definitely set itself in opposition to the Meighen
government, the E£§§’££é§§‘undertook a campaign of criticism
which, in its ferocity, had not beeﬁ>followed since the formation
of Union government in 1917. On August 26th it warned that
if an election were held in the near future, the farmers®

party would be the victor in the prairie provinces, with the

61[. Fo Po, August 9, and August 13, 1920,

2y, F, P., August 21, 1920.

31114,
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government carrying. only "an odd seat here and thereo"64 It
continued and enlarged upon its identification of the govern-
ment's tariff policy as protection, rather than tariff for’
revenue.65 Meighen's attaéké upon the farmers' movement as
"revolutionary" also evoked the paper’s condemnation; "in all
this", it stated, "Mr. Meighen displays a temperamental
equipment which gives 1little ground for hope that he will be a
judicious pilot for the ship of State."66 So tooc the govern-
ment's handling of the increase in railway rates was attacked,
The cabinet had reviewed the rates, and had come to the
}conclusion that the incresse was not justified, but rather than
overruling them, it ordered that they stand until more thoroughly
considered by a special railway board. This, the EﬁEQ,EESﬁé
described as "a mostlame and impotent conolusion."67 With
regard to the Prine Ministef's tour of the west in the last
week of October and the first two weeks of November, the Free
Press was caustic in its comments., It condemned him for remalning

silent upon the gquestions of natural resources, and railway

rates, and maintained that his protectionist tariff views had

Oy, F. B., August 28, 1920,

65%. F. P., September 10, November 18, and November 22, 1920,

66N, F, P., September 25, 1920.

67&« F. P., October 8, 1920,
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made little impact on the Western populace, It accused
Meighen of setting up the ‘straw man’', free trade, and devoting
his attention to this question rather than the real issue, a
tariff for revenue, which the people of the west desired.69 By
the beginning of 1921, thus, the Free Press was in open and
definite opposition to the Nationsl Liberal and Conservatiﬁe
government of Arthur Meighen. " In the eyes of the paper, this
government was essgentially Conservative in nature, and therefors
worthy of 1ittle vraise and much condemnabion.

The Eggg'ﬁggﬁgfs attitude toward the Liberal party in
the lagt half of 1920 underwent no major change. It continued
to criticize the Liberals' tariff policy as being protectionist.
For example, on August 26th it asserted that:

The difference between the Liberal tariff policy as
expanded in parliament and elsewhere by the recognized
leaders of the party and the tariff policy outlined by Mr,
Meighen at Stirling and Truro, is the difference betwixt
tweedledun and tweedledee. Both provide for a tariff that
will supply revenue and at the same time furnish protection
for manufacturers,’t

That party's chances of gaining support in the West it maintained

to be lesgs than the government's.71 The paper commented more

favorably on King's tour of the West than on Meighen's, stating

68&. F. P,, November 18, 1920.
69ﬂ. P, P., November 22, 1920,
7Oy, F. P., August 26, 1920,

August 28, 1920,
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that the Liberal leader had been "discreet" in his references
to the farmers' movement, and had recognized it "as an expression

of genuine Liberalismn“72

It hastened to add, however, that while
King had been conciliatory in his attitude, many of his followers
had not, and for this reason the official Liberal party was weak

in the West.73 Significantly, the Free Pféss made no major

editorial reference to the Liberal party for a period of five
months after the above comment, This in itself was indicative
of its attitude.

As in the case of the Iiberal party, the Free Pressg's

attitude toward the farmers' movement remained unchanged
throughout the remainder of 1920, It continued to defend the
movement against the accusation of being dominated by class
instinct., As well, in response to the declaration of the
Canadian Reconstruction Association that the farmers advocated
free trade, the paper asserted that "no organized political
group in Canada supports free trade as a polioyo"74 When in
December, the Canadisn Council of Agriculture accepted the
Progressive parliamentary group led by Crerar as the federal
representatives of the farmers' political movement, the Free
Press was generous in its terms of praise., It declared that
72ﬂn F, P,, November 3, 1920,

"31pid.
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7(g, F. P., October 9, 1920,
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"in the adjustments and alignments of the future, this movement
will be an integral part, probably the foundation stone, of a
great national political party which; Wﬁatever its name, will
be in policies liberal in the true acceptance of that often
ill~used term."75 It praised Crerar and the programme he
outlined; stating that he "spoke from a higher attitude and
displayed a wider outlook® than either King or Meigheno76 By
the end of 1920, thus, there was little doubt where the sympathies

of the Free Preés lay.

In the first eight months of 1921, the editorial policy

of the Manitoba Free Press underwent only a few minor changes,
Its attitude toward the Meighen government remained severely
critical. For example, it stated that the government®s loss
in the West Peterboro by-election in February meant that:
soeilt Will meet parliament without authority or prestige;
it will have a majority so precarious as to make it a
highly dangerous business for it to submit legislation of
a controversial character; it will be subjected to the
constant taunt, which will embody the truth, that it is
usurping a power which the country does not wish it to
exercise--and the net result must be a steady dwindling of
whatever strength it may have in Parliament and country,7?
But while it asserted that the government was usurping power,
the Eggg ggggg did not demand an immediate election. BRather

it demanded that the first business of the government and

754, F. P., December 3, 1920,
76

st

M, F, P., December 13, 1920,

-

7Ty, ¥, B., February 9, 1920,
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Parliament was the redistribution of constituencies, in order
that an election might bhe oalledo78 It even went so far as to
suggest that the government should make no radical changes in
the tariff, for this might result in its defeat before redistri-
79

bution was completed.,

This overriding'desire of the Ffée Press that there

should be no election until after the completion of redistribution
explained its reaction to the budget tabled by Sir Henry Drayvton
on May 9th. It described this budget as being "frankly
protectionist in character,” but welcomed the government's
postponement of the revision of the tariff.8o Thereafter the
paper concentrated on identifying the government with
protectionism, and therefore alien to the desires of western
voters., Too, it repeated frequently that under no circumstances
should Meighen call an election prior to the redistribution of
constituencies. As it warned on August 25th:
Unless a defeat in the House releases him ffom his
obligation, Mr. Meighen is bound in honor to provide for a
redistribution of the constituencies before election.

In spite of its disenchantment With.the Meighen government, thus,

the Free Press refused to advocate an election to bring about

78y, . P., February 22, 1921,
79 .

80y, . P., Mey 11, 1921,

8ly, F, P., August 25, 1921,
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its defeat,
The one policy of the Meighen goverhment which was
commended by the Eggg ££é§§ was with respect to Canada's
independent status. On April Lth, it praised Meighen for

82

publicly opposing the creation of an Imperial Executive. A

month later it applauded Meighen for his cautious treatment of
the agenda of the Imperial Conference scheduled for Ju.ne<.83 As
well it approved Meighen's refusal to discuss the naval question
at the Imperial Conference.84 Meighen's opposition to the
venewal of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, at that Conference too
was greeted enthusiastically by the Eigé_Press.85 Finally,
Meighen's role in the Imperial Conference generally was commended,
as the paper stated that “Canada's ultimate control over her

own foreign affairs /was exemplified/ by his /HMeighen's/
vindication of the right of Canada through her parliament to

pass upon the Anglo-Japanese alliance, should it be Jc'elrleweda“g'6
But while it approved Meighen's Imperial policy, it cannot be

stressed too strongly . that this was the only aspect of his

programme that the Free FPress condoned.

82&. ¥, P., April 4, 1921.
83y, F. P., Moy 7, 1921,

M. F. P., June L 1921,

854, ¥. P., June 17, 192L.

|

M, F. P., August 11, 1921.
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With regard to the Liberal party, the Ffee Fresg made

only three major editorial references in the first eight months
of 1921, The first of these, given on May 12th, suggested that
its critical attitude toward the Liberal party was being
altered. The editorial dealt with the Fielding Tariff Amendment
to the government's budget. It stated :

The present amendment is not a mere bid for votes, but
is an intelligible formulation of tariff policy which
may afford a basis for future co-operation on tariff matters
between political forces that have hitherto viewed one
another with distrust...The amendment is a direct repudiation
of protection as the governing principle in tariff-making;
and thus marks an advance upon the colorless resolution in
the official Liberal platform in which the question was
dodged...It is in effect a declaration in favor of a tariff
for revenue which is the kind of tariff that Cenada needs,87

The reference to "future co-operation on tariff matters between
political forces” could only have meant the Liberals and

Progressives, This fact that the Free Préss even mentioned this

possibility is singularly significant. However, the paper's
later editorial comments were of a considerably different nature
from this one., At the end of May it repeated its oft-cited
complaint that the Liberal party maintained its strength in
Guebec by appealing to the racial instincts of the people°88

And a month later it criticized King for his constant attacks

upon the Meighen government as a usurper of power rather than

874, F. P., May 12, 1921,

88y

Lc E‘_l E’_n, May 30, 1921«
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addressing himself to the important issues of the day.89

The National Progrecsive party, officially sanctioned by
the provincial Councils of Agriculture in the first two months
of 1921, continued to receive the whole-hearted support of the
Free Press. Without exception the paper approved the policies
advocated by Crerar on the various issuesg that arose. His plan
to de-capitalize the Canadian National Railways, to enforce

rigid economy in it by eliminating duplication, and to 1ﬁcrease

its income by settling the lands along 1t, the Free Press

described as "a more constructive program than /[those of/ the
leaders of either of the other political parties,"9o So too,
it stated that Crerar's budget speech "clearly pointed out those
features of the Government's fiscal policies that are unsuitable
to a country such as Canada and to the particular conditions
that now obtain."91 In the first eight months of 1921, therefore,
the Free Press stood uniquivooélly behind the National
Progressive party,

On September 1lst, Prime Minister Meighen announced that
a federal election would be held on December 7th. The Free
Egggﬁ's reaction was immediate and bitter:

To prevent the West from having its full measure of

influence at Ottawa is, of course, one of the reasons for
the dissolution in advance of redistribution., Twelve

%94, 7. p., July 5, 1921,
goﬂ. F. P., March 18, 1921,

91y, . P., May 19, 192L.
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additional members from the West would have meant at least
ten more followers for Mr. Crerar, a prospect not very
agreeable to the Government, and perhaps not very agreeable
either to the Liberals. To block this the West is to be
deprived of its rightful measure of representation.92

Two days later this sentiment was reiterated, this time by
quoting Meighen's justification for not calling an election
immediately after he became leader of the government in 1920093

As to where the Free Press would place its allegiance
was a question which the paper settled at the outset of the
campaisn, It avowed its independence of all political parties
in the following terms:

The Free Press is concerned with the fortunes of no
party, no group, nho individual, no combination of individuals
except as their activities affect the interests of the
country. It is wholly free to serve the state with single~
ness of purpose; and it puts itself within the . judgement
of the publig as to whether or not it lives up to this
obligationo9

But while it proclaimed its independence, the Free Press
throughout the campaign invariably opposed the policies of the
Meighen government and supported those of the Progressivesa

In regard to the government, the paper was particularly venemous.

"The Government is a Conservative government and it appeals for

support to Conservatives, new and old" it declared.95 It

92y, F. P., September 3, 1921,
93ﬂ. F. P., September 5, 1921,
94ﬂ. F. P., September 8, 1921,
95ﬂ- F. P.,, September 6, 1921,
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denounced the administration for its failure to reduce freight

rates.96 Hardly a day passed that the Free Press did not carry

editorial notes castigating the protectionism of the government,
Its attitude toward Meighen and his followers was explicated
most clearly on November 21ist, after Meighen had begun his
western campaign tour:

For those who think it necessary in the public interest
that there should be a change of government--a change not
merely of name, but a change in methods, in outlook, in
policies--thelr course is clear. It is to defeat Meighen
candidates and to elect in their stead candidates who can
be relied upon to oppose any government, however formed,
which does not carry out the reforming and progressive
policies which are necessary if this country is to escape
from the economic doldrums in which it is now marooned.97

The number of editorials of this nature which appeared in the

Free Press left no doubt as to its attitude toward the Meighen

government. Independent it might be, but nevertheless it

showed itself partial to opposition to the encumbant administration.
The complete lack of criticism by the Free Press of the

policies and personnel of the Progressive party would seem to

pelie its avowal of independence. But, in fact, although the

paper did invariably support the Progressives' platform it never

came out with an official endorsation of that party. In this

way it could validly claim to remain independent. But at the

same time the constant support which it gave to the Progressive

97Eo F. Po, November 21, 1921.

7%, F, P,, October 7, 1921,
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volicies left no doubt as to where its sympathies lay,
Throughout the campaign the paper consistently defended the
Progressives against charges of class instinet. It was not a
"class movement, bound for free trade" as described by government

newspapers’asserted the Free Press.98 Crerar's demand for a

strict accounting of campaign contributions and expenditures

was defended and adopted by the paper.99 On the railway issue,

it declared that "Mr. Crerar was the only party leader who laid
before Parliament anything like a2 really congtructive policy

in regard to the most serious problem now facing the Dominion,”loo
The Progressive leader's demand that the natural resources of
the three prairie provinces be immediately returned to them was

101

applauded by the paper. Finally, the Free Press's adjurations

that only "reforming and progressive” candidates should be elected

. e 2
was but a thinly advocacy fTor the Progressive partyolo“

Tt should be noted that the Free Press devoted much less
time and energy to supporting the principles and platform of

the Progressive party than to 1ts opposition to the Meighen

government. This was undoubtedly one aspect of its avowal of

98%, Fo Ps, October 7, 1921.

99w, F. P., October 19, 1921.
100y, ¥, ., October 12, 1921,
101M. F. P,, November 6, 1921,

102y, F, P., November 21, 1921.
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its independence., It would suggest too, that it believed the
Progressive strength in the West was considerable, and that the
party which presented the greatest threat was the government,

Therefore the Free Press dedicated its energies to destructive

criticism of the administration rather than to constructive
advocacy of the Progressive movement,

Significantly, the Free Press expended least editorial

space on the Liberal party. Apart from numerous editorial
notes, it devoted only five major editorials to King and his'
followers. Generally, the paper was critical of the Liberals.
On September 23rd, for example, it cfitioized King for his
pious attack on Meighen for appointing a number of men to the
Senate; "Mr. King, or any other political leader would do the
same thing under the same circumstances,” it argued., While it
commented favorably upon King's tariff for revenue policy, the
Free Eﬁéﬁﬁ had serious reservations about some of his Quebec
followers, as it accused the Montreal group of "out-Meighening
Meighen."103 So too it criticized the apparent sympathy of the
Liberal party for the Shaughnessy railway plan, which called
for the merger of the Canadian National and Canadian Pacific
Railways. The effect of this plan the paper described as follows:
It would give the control of all the railways of Canada

into the hands of an irresponsible and irremovable junta
of representatives of "big business," who would just take

103ﬂa F. P., September 26, and October 11, 1921,
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possession of this country and run it for themselves, and
their friends and associates,10

Two weeks later, when Mackenzie King finally did repudiate the
Shaughnessy scheme, the Free Press expressed some relief, but
remained uneasy because of the influence men such as Rudolphe

Lemieux, who favored it, might have in a Liberal government,

Finally, the Freé Preés was critical of the Liberal party's
decision to enter candidates in the constituencies being con-
tested by Progressives., This, it asserted, would only cause
three-cornered fights, and thereby increase the chances of

105 In the same editorial

government candidates‘being elected,
it denounced King's offer of an alliance with the Progressives:
Mr. King's idea of an alliance with the Progressives
appears to be one that would make this movement a mere
adjunct to the Liberal party, relating the Pro%ressives to
his folowing as a sort of subordinate group.lo
Thus the Free Press’'s attitude toward the Liberal party throughout
the election campaign was generally critical, but was by no mens
as hostile, as its approach to the government. The infreguency
of its editorial references to that party would suggest that
the paper looked upon it as an eastern phenomenon, and

correspondingly, viewed the Progressive party as the true

expression of Liberalism in western Canada,

1OLLM.

105y, p, P., November 15, 1921,
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The election of December 7th saw the Liberal party elect
117 members, the Progressives elect 65, and the Meighen forces
reduced to the minority of 50. The Eggg_ggggg was fairly well
satisfied with the outcome. The key to the results, it declared,
was opposition to the government, which was expressed in the east
by support for the Liberal party, and in the west, for the ‘
Progressives.lo7 The Progressives, it believed, could have
their policies effectively represented by their 65 membersnloS
As to the new Liberal government, it was non-committal, stating
only that if it "proves worthy of iﬁs name and lives up to the

engagements made on behalf of his party by Mr. Mackenzie King,
the.Progressives would co-operate with it.109
It was the influence of the Quebec, and especially

Montreal, protectionists that aroused the greatest fear of

the Iree Pfess° Tts editorial of December 12th entitled "Montreal

Reaches For The Reins® pungently described this fear. At the
same time, the paper was concerned about the fate of the
Progressive party, in view of the negotiations between Crerar
and King that were in progress. It was concerned that King

would possibly try to "sink the Progressive movement without a

107y, F, P., December 8, 1921,
108134,

1091114,
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trace, In the Free Press's view:

Co-operation, at the outset at least, must take the form
of a coalition with the identity of theﬁé@rogressivg7 party
preserved and with reasonable guarantees that its policies,
at least insofar as they are in no way conflicting with the
campaign professions of the Liberals themselves, will be
taken up by the new government and made effective,lll

S0 too, the Liberal party would have to decide what programme
it would follow, the paper stated., Either the protectionists
or the tariff for revenue advocates_would have to be cast offollz

The failure of the negotiations between King and Crerar

the Free Préés attributed to the former. In its view, the cause

was "the refusal of Mr. King to make a propogition that could be
intertained by even the most reasonable members of the L?rogressiv§7
party."113 At the same time it declared that if King's
administration was "a Liberal government in fact ag well asg in
name.,,the Progressives will have no option but to give it a
disinterested and hearty support.“lllL Two days later, the Free
Press outlined the attitude it would adopt toward the new

government., It promised to give it "a fair field and a fair

show,”" and declared that if it succeeded in grappling with the
wll5

problems of the day, "it will not lack its reward.

M. Fo. Po, December 20, 1921,

Me Fo Po, December 21, 1921,

113y, P. P., December 28, 1921,

115M. F, P., December 30, 1921.
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In his biography of Sir Clifford Sifton, John W. Dafoe
made the following pertinent statement about Sifton's post-war

activities:

Until they were shadowed by private sorrows the yvears
following 1919 zﬁhe year of Sifton's permanent return to
Canad§7 constituted one of the happiest periods of Sir
Clifford Sifton's life, He was free from pressing business
responsibilities; and he was able to give ample time to
what was always the first interest of his life-~the study,
consideration and discussion of public affairs...Further,
He was more active than ever before in his association with
the Manitoba Free “ress., During these years, to a much
greater extent than previously, he was a factor in the
making of editorial golicy, filling virtually the role of
consulting editor,ll

A study of the correspondence between Sifton and Dafoe in the
period 1919 to 1927, the year of the former's retirement from

the Board of Directors of the Free Press, certainly substantiates

this statement. The frequency of their communication in this
period was unmatched in any other comparable period of their
association; moreover, it dealt with all the major, and many of
the minor issues of the day., From this wealth of information
the attitudes of Sifton and Dafoe toward the policies and
personnel of the federal parties will now be debternined., By a
comparison of these with the editorial policies of the Free
Press described above, the role of Sir Clifford Sifton in the
formulation of the paper's editorial policy can be established,
At the end of November, 1918, John W. Dafoe embarked for

Burope as the representative of the Department of Public

116Dafoe, Co Sey po L4O1.
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Information on the Canadian delegation to the Paris Peace
Conference., He did not return to Canada until the end of March,
19179, and was therefore not personally in control of the editorial

page of the Manitoba Free Pregs in the four months immediately

following the war. At the same time, Sir Clifford Sifton was
in England, as he did not return permanently to Canada until
July, 1919. Because there is very little correspondence extant
between 3ifton and Dafoe; and none between either of them and
the acting editor, G, MacCrae, 1t 1s extremely difficult to
discover the formative influences in the paper's editorial
policy in these four months. Tentatively, however, it might be
agsumed that before leaving Dafce would have outlined to MacCrae
the general line of policy he wanted him to follow, and, therefore,
must be considered at least partly responsible for it,

As described above, the major immediate change in the

Free Press's post-war editorial policy was concerned with the

tariff. As 1ong as the war lasted,;, it had been extremely
conciliatory on this guestion, advocating only that the manufacturers
and farmers get together and agree on some sort of compromise

tariff. Its rather enthusiastic endorsation of the platform of

the Canadian Council of Agriculture on December 4th, which demanded,
among other things, the immediate ratification of the reciprocity
pact with the United States, was a significant deviation from

this moderate attitude. The fact that the paper repeated the

demand twice throughout December indicated that the editorial
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of the fourth was no momentary lapse,

For the Free Press to endorse the ratification of the

reciprocal trade agreement with the United States was under-
standable, perhaps predictable, in view of its position on the
issue in the election campaign of 1911. Then, it, and as
evidenced by his correspondence, Dafoe, had vehemently supported
reciprocity. Even after the Laurier government®s defeat over
that issuve, Dafoe personally had been adamsnt in his assertion
that reciprocity should remain a plank in the Liberal varty
platform, This he stated explicitly in a letter to Laurier in
1912
There are some issues which a political party can

manufacture, try out on the electorate, and quietly shelve

if they do not work. The issue of a larger measure of trade

with the United States is not one of these. 117
As by December, 1918, the United States had not rescinded the
reclprocity pact negotiated by the Laurier government, it only

required the ratification of the Canadian parliament to make it

operative., In view of the rupture between the Free Press and

the Liberal party, it was ndt unnatural for the paper to éndorse
the ratification of the reciprocity pact as advocated by the
Canadian Council of Agriculture. As had been the case in 1911,
the responsibility for this endorsation must be attributed to
Dafoe., Sifton had openly broken with the Liberal party in 1911,

on the reciprocity pact and had publicly campaigned against its

117paroe to Laurier, November 18, 1912, D. P, M73.
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ratification.» And he did not later have a change of heart, as
he wrote Dafoe in 1920, that "there is only one /tariff/ policy
for Canada and that is to stand on its‘own legs like any other
countryo"118

Significantly, however, the Eggg Press only édvocated
the ratification of the reciprocity agreement in the month of
December, 1918. In the middle of January, 1919, it became more
conciliatory in its attitude, and by the end of the month had
shifted to the demand for a tariff for revenue purposes. NoO
more mention was made of the ratification of the reciprocity
pact., Throughout the first half of 1919, this position was
evolved to the point that the paper asserted that not even the

Cenadian Council of Agriculture was demanding free trade with

" the United States., This modification of the Frée Press's tariff

policy was extremely important because once having adopted the
tariff for revenue policy, it continued to adVécate it over the
course of the next three years--in short, it became a permanent
fixture. It was, moreover, primarily the tariff question that
determined the paper's attitude toward the old political parties
and the new farmers’ movement in that period,

Complimentary to this change in tariff policy by the
Free Press was the almost simultaneous alteration in its attitude

e A A S S

toward the Union government., Throughout December 1918, the

11843 fton to Dafoe, December 22, 1920, D. P, M73.
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paper had consistently defended the need for the continuation

of the coalition government in the post-war reconstruction
period. Then in‘the middle of January, 1919, it began to demand
that the government outline its domestic programme, and
particularly its tariff policy., Inasmuch as this was the first

step in the alienation of the Free Press's support from the

Union government, it is vital that the factors that brought it
about be determined,

The fact that two major changes in the editorial policy
of the Free Press, the modification of its tariff policy, and
the beginﬁing of its more independent and critical approach to
the Union government, were instituted almost simultaneously
would suggest that the two may have had a common origin.
Unfortunately there exists no written correspondence on either
of these alterations, and it is, therefore, impossible to
determine definitely their formative influences. On the other
hand, a reconstruction of the events of December, 1918, does
produce conclusions that may be accepted with a fair degree of
certainty.

In view of Dafoe's support for reciprocity in 1911, and
Sifton's opposition to it, it may be postulated that the Free .
Press's endorsation of the platform of the Canadian Council of
Agriculture in December, 1918, was made with his approval, if
not on his request. Furthermore, inasmuch as Dafoe’s Tirst

despatch from London was not sent until December 10th, h g
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possible that he may still have been in Canada on Novenber 29th,
the day that the Canadian Council of Agriculture announced 1its

platform0119

If this was the case, it is also likely that he
would have communicated his estimation of it to Macrae. But
whether or not he did so, he most certainly would have learned

of it upon his arrival at England, as well as of the Eggg Qgggg's
commentary on it., The fact that the Free ﬁgggg repeated its
support for the Council's platform as late as December 2lst
would suggest its editorial management had been given no reason

why it should comment any differently, by Dafoe or anyone else.

The alteration of the Free Fress's attitude toward the

Union government in January would appear to have resulted from
some influence other than Dafoe., If he had advised the acting
editor, Macrae, that the paper should take a more independent
and critical attitude toward the Union government, he would
probably have done so before leaving Canada, in which case it
would have been less supportative and more critical of the
administration throughout December.
So too, the Free §£§§§'s modification of its tariff

. policy which paralleled this change in attitude so closely would
seem to be due to some other factor. The fact that the two were
made slmost simultaneously alone would suggest this, as would

the contrast between the paper’'s original support for reciprocal

119&. Ee P., December 11, 1918,
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trade with the United States and its revised policy of tariff
for revenue,

The only intelligible interpretation of these two major
changes in policy lies with Sir Clifford Sifton., Both were
changes from policies which he in the past had disagreed with,
to policies which he approved, Sifton's opposition to reciprocity
with the United States had been amply demonstrated in 1911, and
as exemplified above, he had not since changed his opiniono
With regard to the Free ££§§g's support for the Union government,
Sifton had been highly critical, asserting that he had never
gseen such a "docile and apologetic® attitude by any newspaper
toward any government. This would suggest that Sifton may have
had an important causative in the paper's changes of policy.

As a matter of fact, Sifton did have an opportunity to
play such a role. In his biography of Sifton, Dafoe recorded
that "we were both in England at the time of the "coupon®
election of December, 1918;,.."120 Thelelection to which he
referred was held on December 26th, 1918, and it would thus
appear that Dafoe spent Christmas with the Sifton family.
Sifton, therefore, did have ah opportunity to express to Dafoe
his opinions on the major issues of the day, and in view of his

past activities in this respect, there can be 1ittle doubt that

he did so. In view of the fact that the changes made in the.

12ODafoe, Ce Ses Do XViile
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Free Press editorial policy were in the direction desired by
Sifton, and that they were made approximately two weeks after
he and Dafoe had conferred in England, it would appear that
Sifton had paramount influence in bringing them about. In the
absence of written evidence, this cannot be definitely
demonstrated, but the circumstantial evidence would certainly
suggest that this was the case.

Ag described above, the second major step in the alienation

of the Free Press's support from the Union goﬁernment was made

in June with the announcement of the budget. Not only d4id it
eriticize the budget, but it expressed its first real disallusion-
ment with the government, and also forecast rather sympathetically
the formation of a western progressive party. Significantly,
3ifton had written Dafoe three weeks before the budget was
tabled, exactly to these effects. Then he stated:
It is the general opinion that the budget will not meet

the wishes of the Western people at all and that the opposition

affords them very little more comfort than the government.

Under these circumstances the natural development will be

an organization of the Western men and the Ontario farmers

to promote tariff reform,lzl

The degree of similarity between this and the commentary of the

Pree Press on Crerar's resignation from the government 1is

unmistakable, The event that Sifton could not have foreseen,
the resignation of Crerar, undoubtedly added considerable weight

to hig prediction. This is not to say that Sifton was the sole

12143 fton to Dafoe, May 12, 1919, S. Fo D. Co, C=735,
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factor in the Free Press's editorial attitude on this matter,
ag the signs that he interpreted were apparent for Défoe‘s
analysis as well. Nevertheless this would seem to be another
case when Sifton's political acumen was amply vindicated, and
Dafoe permitted the paper to benefit from it,
The degreg of similarity of the views of Sifton and Dafoe

with respect to the position which the Freé Pregss should adopt

igs exemplified in the oorrespondénoe between the two men in

July, 1919. On July 16th, Sifton wrote Dafoe as follows:

T am just writing now to ask you to keep the Free Press
entirely uncommitted on the subject of the Federal Govern-
ment and its policies either as constituted now or as it may
be re-organized, until I am able to get out and discuss the
subject of policy with you and Macklin. B5ir Robert Borden
failed to implement his promise to form his Union Government
on a fifty fifty basis, and he conspeculously 4513/ fell
down in one or two very important matters which are now
however things of the past. Every sign indicates that his
reorganized Government will be weaker than the present
combination and so predominantly Conservative that the
[iberal element may be regarded as non-existent.l22

Tn his reply to this letter, Dafoe assured Sifton that the Free
Press was not committed to any political party. As he stated:

‘You appear to be somewhat apprehensive lest the I'ree
Precg should be committed to the new Unionist party before
The whole situation is canvassed. You need not worry; the
Free Press, with my consent, will not be committed either
fo the Unionist, the Liberal or any other party--at least
under existing conditions. We are definitely outside the
breastworks now; and I think we ought to stay there unless
there are very good national reasons why we should identify

1224s fton to Dafoe, July 16, 1919, D. P. M73.
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ourselves permanently or temporarily with a definite political
movement. The complete independence of the Free Press has
been carefully safe-guarded; we are free to take any line

we like or place our support where we please without laying
ourselves open to charges of breaking faith etc, So far

as we have been writing on guestions of large policy we have
been if anything nearer to the farmers' movement than to
either of the regular parties..t23

As described above, the Freé Press by July had shifted to a

fairly independent position. Its attitude could be catalogued
more accurately according to its criticisms of the various
parties than to its support for any single party. As Dafoe
asserted, it was most closgely identified with the policies of
the farmers' movement than with either of the old parties, and
inasmuch as there was at that time no formal political party

organized out of the movement, the [ree Press was hardly

committing itself by supporbing its policles,

At the same time, it should be noted that Dafoe's
evaluations of the‘Umion government and of the Liberal party
varied somewhat from those of Sifton. Unlike Sifton, who
believed that the administration was becoming the old Conservative
party reconstituted, Dafoe thought that the probability iSes.
that we have seen the last of the old conservative party, though
there will be a group in the Unionist party which will call

"1 224’

themselves by this name... While he believed the new

Unionist party would draft a programme "attractive to at least

1ZBDafoe to 8ifton, July 24, 1919, D, P, M73.
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a considerable proportion of the Unionist liberals who are
politically at loose ends at present,” he added "I cannot say
that I have any great hopes that the result will be satisfactoryo”125
It is apparent that it was Dafoe's uncertainty about the reorganized
Union party that stood in the way of the Free Presg's adoption
bof gifton’s openly hostile attitude toward it.

As to the Liberal party, Dafoe in the same letter
expressed grave reservations. He saw that party as being divided
into three separate elements: the first was "the Quebec brand
which is largely clerical in direction;" the second was eastern
Liberalism, which "ip its regard for financial and manufacturing
interests is not very easily distinguishable from Conservatism;”
and the third was low tariff, western Liberalism,126 Dafoe
could not see how these three elements could be merged into a
gingle varty, and wondered if they were, "will the resulting
party be anything more than an organized hypocrisy dedicated
to getting and holding office?"127 The antagonism the Free
Egggg displayed toward the Liberal party would, therefore,
appear to reflect Dafoe's attitude,

That this was indeed the case is substantiated by the

fact that in the same period, Sifton was somewhat more sympathetic

1251114,
1261144,

127 pia.
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to the Liberal party. Dafoe recorded that after returning
from England, Sifton was "friendiy to the policies avowed by
Mackenzie King, the newly elected leader of the Liberals..."128
This was suggested too in Sifton's letter to Dafoe on September
8th:

I have been reading your editorials with much interest.

T observe that there is a slight indication of hostility
to the Laurier Liberals. As to the wisdom of showing this
you will have to be the judge,129
The editorials to which Sifton referred were those on the
Liberal 1eadership convention held in August. While these were
more 'definitely' than 'slightly' hostile, it is interesting
to note that Sifton, although obviously not in agreement, left
the Free Press's aftitude to Dafoe,

The Eggg Press's sympathy for the policies of the farmers’
movement throughout 1919 would seem to have resulted from the
mutual agreement of Sifton and Dafoe. Dafoe reported that upon
his return from England, Sifton, with respect to this movement,
remarked to friends that he had recovered the radicalism of his
youth, thereby indicating his synpathy for it01301 It would
appear, however, that Sifton left the paper's attitude toward
the farmers mainly up to Dafoe. As he stated:

You will know more than I about the prospects of the

128p0r0e, G, S., D LB2,

12945 fton to Dafoe, September 8, 1919, D. P, M73.
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farmers' movementa131
Dafoe himself supported the farmers® programme, as he wrote
N. W. Rowell:

Hostility to the farmers' movement would have been
unjustifiable because its platform approximates pretty
closely to what the Free Press has been arguing for year59132

The fact that the Free Press refused to endorse officially the
the farmers' movement was undoubtedly due to the tinges of class
consciousness which surrounded it. Dafoe made this explicit in
this same letter to Rowell, as he stated that "it will not be
posgible for us to support it éfhe farmers’ movemen§7 unless
it sheds its class characteristies,”i33

Perhaps the clearest statement of the factors which
brought the Free Press to its position of independence of all
political parties was made by Dafoe as he declined N, W, Rowell's
invitation to discuss Unionist pelicy in December., While he
admitted that his "personal feelings for the Union Government
are those of friendliness and sympathy,” he declared that there
were several reasons why the Free Press could not support the

administrationol34 Among thesgse were "the present policy of the

Government--that of drift,..” and the fact that it would have

131sifton to Dafoe, January 16, 1920, D, P. M73.
132p5¢0e to Rowell, December 13, 1919, D. P. M73.
1331pid.
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"done the government no good; and our institution great harm,*135
More importantly, Dafoe stated that he alone had not been

responsible for the decision to keep the Frée Press aloof from

the government, As he stated:

The course and policy to be pursued by the Free Press in
these extraordinary days which have fallen upon us has been
a matter of very careful consideration by myself and my
assoclates in the ownership and management of the Free Press.
These include four or five persons whose views I am bound
to consider, After many conferences a decision was reached,
agreeable to us all, that in the present state of affairs
we should occupy a position of detached, watchful waiting
leaving us free to take a decided action one way or the
other, if later on, this should seem desirable in the
public interest.13é

In view of Sifton's pronouncements upon the administration,

there can be little doubt that in the conferences to which Dafoe
referred, he had been a leading spokesman for the forces opposed
to the Free Press’'s continued sympathy with the Union government,

As described above, the Free Preéé maintained its

position of complete independence of all political parties at
the beginning of 1920, 1ts sympathies lay generally with the
programme’ of the farmers' movement, bult it refused to officially
endorse that party. Highly critical of the ILiberal party, it
had shifted to a more critical approach toward the government
as well, This situation suited Sifton as he wrote Dafoe that

"I have been reading the Free Press regularly since you were
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here and it generally accords with my viewso"137 Significantly,
Sifton asked Dafoe in the same letter, "please do not throw
any more bogets /sic/ to Borden. I think this last performance
is beneath contempto"138 He was referring to Borden's retention
of the leadership of the Union government in name, though not
in fact. Sifton, even during 1918, had been highly critical of
Borden., Dafoe, on the other hand had a guite different
estimation of the Prime Minister. He had first developed a
friendship with Borden during the negotiations over the formation
of Union government in 1917, a friendship that had been
gtrengthened when the two men were together in Paris in 1919,

It would appear to have been this, more than any other factor,
that caused Dafoe to retain’an uncertain hopefulness about the
prospects of the Unionist party, As a result of this hopefulness,
he refused to put the Free Press in complete opposition to the
administration as long as it was headed by.Borden° This is
exemplified by the fact that the first severe criticism of the
Union government came in December, 1919, when it.was rumored

that Borden was retiring from it. When»he did not, the paper,

in the first six months of 1920, continued its somewhat eguivocal
attitude toward his edministration. And finally, it was only

after Borden had retired on July 1st, 1920 and was succeeded

1375ifton to Dafoe, January 16, 1920, D. P. M73.
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by Meighen, that it began unflinchingly to oppose the Unionist
forces.

The decision to place the Free Press in uncompromising
opposition to the Meighen government was, in its timing, most
probably Dafoe“s; But at the same time there can be little doubt
that Sifton was an important factor in causing Dafoe to make
it;, as exemplified by his constant complaints over the preceding
two years. There is also evidence to suggest that Sifton's
role may have been more direct than this, as he wrote Dafoe on
October 16th:

As I>havé expréssed.myself'héréfbfofe? whatever the

political future may be, there is no place whatever for the
Free Press in the support of the kind of Government that

Mr. Meighen is likely to have., 1Its place will be independent
criticism and opposition.

The ultimatum nature of this letter suggests that Sifton may,
in effect, have 'laid down the law' to Dafoe on this matter,
This should, however, be gualified with the observation that
Dafoe was most probably in complete agreement With 3ifton, in
view of Meighen's reactionary denunciations of the farmers’
movement inVAugusto |

With respect to the Liberal party, the Free Press continued

to be generally critical throughout the first half of 1920, 1In
the latter half of that year, however, it treated the Liberal

leader, King, a little more sympathetically, although it

139sifton to Dafoe, October 16, 1920, D. P. M73, Italics mine,
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retained reservations about the genuity of some of his followers,.
This modification from a severely hostile to only a slightly
hostile attitude would appear indirectly to have been due to
Sifton, He expressed his sympathy for the Liberal party in a
letter to Dafoe on October 16th, as follows:

ses2t the present time the Province of Quebec represents
the only substantial popular element in Canada that can be
relied upon to stand for Liberal principles. Not all the
followers of King from Quebec are genuine Liberals but the
majority of them are, and the only hope for anything that
can be called a Liberal Government and a Progressive
Government in Canada comes from an alliance between King
and the farmers,l
Dafoe, in his reply to this letter, stated that such an alliance
could not be formed bhefore an election, as the two extremes of
the farmers' party, the former conservatives and the radical
class~conscious group, would rebel against it. Significantly,
however, he did concede that:
T am satisfied that a fusion of the Liberals and the
Farmers for the purpose_of carrying on a Government will
be quite practicable, /after the electjon/ provided the
tariff is made upon the lines which I have indicated. 141
Tt would seem that Dafoe viewed it objectionable not in itself,

but as é factor in the west, which should be left to the farmers,

Reluctantly, Dafoe, and with him the Ffée Press was being swayed

to a more favorable estimation of the Libersal party, at least

in part, by Sifton.

1401134,
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As to the Free Press's continued support throughout 1920

for the policies advocated by the farmers' movement, there need
be little comment as it was the continuation of a set policy.
Tt should be noted, however, that Sifton was completely in
agreement with this policy., His remark.that the only hope of

a Liberal or progressive government lay in an alliance between
King and the farmers was one expression of this fact. Another
was to be found in his letter to Dafoe on November 13th}

There is only one bagis for union., It is that of a
revenue tariff pure and simple,...The idea that there can
be no substantial change made in the tariff is an entire
mistake...The farmers are reasonable and moderate in their
views and it ought to be possible to find common ground as

nobody wants to abolish the tariff in e hurry.l42

The Free Pfess’s approval of the farmers’® movement was thus

completely in line with Sifton's own views,

In the first eight months, of 1921, the Free Press
made no radical alterations in its editorial policy. As has
peen described, its support for the policies advocated by the
farmers' movement cum National Progressive Party continued, as
did its opposition to the policies of the Meighen government.
While it welcomed the revision of the tariff policy of the
Liberal party, the paper continued to criticize it for its
pro-French tendencies in Quebec., FEven this concession by the
paper to the Liberal party must be considered, indirectly, a

reflection of Sifton's more sympathetic evaluation of it,

14281fton to Dafoe, November 13, 1920, D. P. M73.
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Other than this, there was really no alteration in
policy, and therefore no necessity to look for formative
factors. There remains, however, the approach taken by the

Free Press in the election campaign of 1921, In large measure

this was necessarily predetermined by~ the paper's editorial
policy prior to the announcement of the election on September
1st, Its obvious sympathy for the policies of the FProgressive
party, its critical, th9ugh increasingly less hostile attitude
toward the Liberal pvarty, and its viciously hostile approach to
the Meighen government were therefore predictable. On the other

hand, the Free Press at no time officially placed its support

behind the Progressive party. The reason it did not do so was
explained by Dafoe in his letter to Sifton on Cctober lst.
There he stated:
T think our real objective in this campalgn ought to be
to confirm and reinforce the position of the Free Pre%q as
the great independent newspaper of Western Canada, 143
With this policy Sifton was in entire agreement. In reply to
this letter he wrote:
I entirely agree with your general plan of operations
and see no reason to advise any departure from what you
suggest L4

The campaign policy pursued by the Free Pregs was, therefore,

one suitable to both Dafoe and Sifton.

143pa506 to Sifton, October 1, 1921, S. P. D. C. C-735.
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It is significant that in regard to the results of the

0

December 7th election, the approach taken by the Ffee Fress

was exactly that counselled by Sifton on December 8th. Then he
wrote Dafoe:

It ig likely that King will be immediately surrounded
by a crowd from Quebec and Nova Scotia hungry for spoils,
reinforced by a certain cligue from Ontario...Believe me
the people of Canada will not be likely to look upon such
a combination with lasting favor, and for myself I would
decline to avow myself a supporter of it.LH45

The Free Press's editorial of December 12th entitled “"Montreal
Beaches for the Reins'" was exactly to this effect. Again,
gifton wrote Dafoe that:

Unless King offers a coslition with Crerar on a fifty-
fifty basis with a definite recognition of the fact that
Ontario and the West has /sic/ an equal representation and
a definite repognition of its /sic/ policies, Crerar should
stand oute..r

This was the demand that the paper made on December 20th.
Another point it made in that editorial was also to be found
in Sifton's letter. As he described it:

The present view of those in control of the Liberal
organization is that they should sit at the head table and
the Farmers' organization should take whatever crumbs that

are offered to them.1

Tinally, and most importantly, Sifton outlined the attitude he

pelieved the Free Pregs should take. It was:

124'5S:W_fton to Dafoe, December 8, 1921, D. P. M73.
1Ho1pid,
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ssathe attitude of the Free Press should be that of being
willing that King should have a fair chance and be judged
on his merits but very definitely independent,l

Dafoe essentially agreed with Sifton's analysis of the
situation, but he was definitely less optimistic about the
vrossible outcome of the King—Crerar negotiations. As he wrote
on December 19th:

When he AKin§7 finds that he can only get the Progressives
upon terms which will safeguard their identity and give
Crerar a position in the government not unlike his own, he
will try to get along without them and will make up a
government out of the Liberal antigues who are now congregating
at Ottawa, It will not be much of a government,.oan

about King's intentions, the Fréé Presé's attitude toward the
failure of thé negotiations was not surprising. What was

surprising was Sifton's interpretation of the failure. On

December 30th he wrote Dafoe that "it is clear that the Frogressives
must take the responsibility for having refused to come in¢”15o
Hé went on to advise Dafoe that "the Free gggﬁg should not under
any circumstances endeavor to carry the responsibility for them
Afhe Progressive§7 but that the attitude should be equally

independent towards the government and towards the Progressivesn"151

By the time this letter was written, of course, the Free Press

148114,
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had already blamed King for the failure of the negotiations,
but this did not mean that it would "carry the responsibility”
for the Progressives. On this point too Dafoe and Sifton were
in accord, as the former wrote on December 3ist:

T think the political situation so far as the Free Press
is concerned is quite satisfactory. We can pursue a
thoroughly independent course, giving the Government fair
treatment and await results.l>52

Between the end of the war and the election of the

Mackinzie King government in 1921, the free Press made several

important changes of policy, in all of which a degree of Sir
Clifford Sifton's influence may be found. Its adoption of the
moderaté tariff for revenue produding purposes in January, 1919,
was the first of these changes. The second was the gradual
slienation of the paper's support from the Union government,

to a position of independence, and then in 1920, to ungqualified
hostilitv. The third was the opposite trend, from severe
antagonism to a less critical, though still independent attitude

by the Free Press toward fhe Liberal party. The last was the

independent sympathy which 1t extended to the farmers' movement.,
In total, these changes amounted to the one position Sifton was

particularly desirous that the Free ?ress should occupy~—-

complete independence of any and all political parties.

15200f06 to Sifton, December 31, 1921, D. P, H73.




CHAPTER VI

GONCLUSION

In the period 1916 to 1921, the Manitoba Free Press underwent a series

Qf alterations in policy with respect to the various federal political parties.
Traditionally a supporter of the Liberal party, and an ardenﬁ critic of thé
Conservétive government, it, in 1916, déviated momentarily from this policy

over the bi-lingual schools question; the federal Liberals were castigated -

for their introduction of the Ontario schools issue into the federal arena, and
the Conservative party was commended for its opposition to the Lapointe re-
solution censuring the Ontario provincial govermment. This break in traditional
policy proved to be only temporary, but it did give an accurate forewarning of
the attitude the paper would take toward the Liberal opposition to comscription
of the following year.

In 1917, the Free Press was completely alienated from the Liberal
party because of its opposition to conscription, which the paper equated with
oppositién to the furtherance of Canadals war effoit. The paper‘Szadvoéacy of
'a national government, which it had begun in December of 1916, was undoubtédly
a sincere expression of support for that cause, and therefore any party that
piaced obstacles in its way would not receive its sympathy. After considerable
uncertainty throughout the months of June and July, the Free Press finally
adopted this estimation of the Liberal party, and put the full weight of its
authority against Laurier's anti-conscriptionist positiom. At the same time,

it renewed its demand for the formation of union government, and continued it
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until its realization on October 12th. In the election campaign that followed,
the Free Press's editorial sympathies were thereby predetermined; anti-Liberal
and pro-Union were its policies. |

In the pefiod between the formation of Union government and the signing
of the Armistice in November, 1918, the Free Press pretty consistently sympathized
with the government?s war programme. With respect to domestic policies, on the
other hand, it was mainly silent, and therefore non-committal. It viewed the
government‘as a special government with one pufpose, the maintenance of Canada's
war effort; domestic issues would have ‘to stand in abeyance until after the
watr was over. Thus even though it allied itself with the Union government on
its war programme, the Free Press retained its independence to place its support
where it liked after the waf was over.

Finally, in the three years iﬁmediately following the war, the Free
Press shifted to an independent position. Most radical of its changes in policy
was its gradual withdrawal of support from the Union government, to the point |
when, in August, 1920, after the retirement of Borden, it became openly hostile
to the government headed by Arthur Meighen. Complementary to this was the
gradual warming of its initially frigid attitude towaxd thé Liberal party led
by Mackenzie King. And, the greatest testimony to its independent position, was
the Free Press's support for the policies advocated by the farmersf movement,
the National Progressive Party.

As exemplified by the main text of this thesis, all of these major
changes in the editorial policy of the Free Press were made either at the sug-

gestion, or at least, with the approval , of Sir Clifford Sifton. As described
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in chapter 1L, John W. Dafoe{s attitude toward the bi-lingual schools issue,
was in large measure determined by Sifton{s views. Therefore, so too was his
reaction to the introduction of the Lapointe resolution into the House of
Commons in May, 1916. At the time of that resolution too, the Free Press's
anti-Liberal attitude was not only sanctioned but encouraged by Sifton.

Similarly this was the case with respect to the Free E£g§§fs complete
break with the Liberal party in 1917. Even though it had been demanding the
formation of a coalition government for five months, the paper, throughout June
and July, did not come out in opposition to the Liberal party, but rather was
harsh in its criticism of the Borden govermment for placing Laurier in an un-
tenable position. This interpretation of the situation was undoubtedly Sifton{s
rather than Dafoefs. Further, it was not until Sifton was convinced that
Laurier was irrevocably anti-conscriptionist, and that under no circumstances
would he support it, did the Free Press begin to condemn Lauriér. The fact
that Dafoe had come to this conclusion prior to Sifton, yet had not incorporated
his view into editorial policy strengthen{s this interpretation of Sifton{s im-
portance as a policy formulator. Nor did the paper renew its demand for national
government until Sifton had come to agree with Dafoe that this was the only
possible solution.

With respect to the Free Press's obvious sympathy for the Union govern-
mentfs war programme, it is apparent that Sifton's influence was fiuch less.

From England, he was highly critical of the paper's allegiance to the govern-

ment on this matter. Significantly, however, the Free Press was committed to
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the government only as long as the war lasted; the absence of its agpproval of
the Unionistfs domestic policies rendered it free to assume any position it
wished after the war was over. The independence this approach enabled was
exactly that desired by Sifton.

In the vears immediately following the war, finally, th changes made
in the Free gggggfs editorial policy must be attributed in part to Sifton. The
modification of its tariff policy, from reciprocal trade with the United States
to tariff for revenue would, in January, 1919, certainly appear to be the re-
sult of his views. The initiation of ité more independent attitude toward
Union éovernment which took place in the same month similarly carried the shadow
of the owner's opinions. The Free Press's independent sanction of the policies
of the farmers' movement corresponded entirely with Sifton{s views, as did its
rather reluctant accretion of sympathy for the Liberal party. As to the fingl
alienation of the paper from the government after the retirement of Borden, there-
is no question but that this was the alteration Sifton had been demanding for
over a year. In the election campaign, the attitudes adopted by the Free Press
met with the complete approval of Sifton, and the independent position assumed
by the paper after it was exactly that counselled by him.

In view of the high degree of similarity between the attitudes of the
Free Press toward the various political parties, and the opinions of Sifton,
there can be no doubt that he played a most influential rolé“in their formulation.
He did so in two ways. The first, and the less important, was by direct sug-
gestion to Dafoe. On occasion he issued definite ultimatums to Dafoe with re-

gard to the policy to be followed. One example of this was his letter to Dafoe
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in October, 1919, when he ordered that there was to be no Free Press support
for the Meighen government. Most frequently, on occasions such as this, Dafoe
was pretty much in agreement with him, and thus in spite of the fact that the
paper followed the policy he desired, it is questionable how formative his
ultimatum was.

More importantly, Sifton influenced Dafoe and thereby the Free Press
indirectly by his interpretation of events in the past and forecast of future
possibilities. Sifton was an astute analyst of political affairs, and Dafoe re-
cognized himmas such. Most often, Dafoe valued Sifton's analyses of events very
highly, and allowed the Free Press to benefit from his abilities. This would
very much seem to have been the case in 1916 with regard to the bilingual schoolsf
issues in 1916. So too, in 1917; Dafoe accepted Sifton's interpretation that
Boxden's announcement of conscription, followed by his offer to Laurier of
coalition government, was an attempt to isolate Laurier and destroy the Liberal
party. As well, Dafoe did not act upon his own view that Laurier was unalterably
anti-conscriptionist until Sifton agreed with him, nor did he renew the Free
Eggggfs call for union government until Sifton had placed his support behind
the project.

Significantly, Sifton had the least influence on the editorial poldicy
of the Free Press when he was out of the country, and therefore not in a position
to evaluate the political situation, that is, throughout 1918. Dafoe therefore
relied upon his own interpretation of events, and incorporated them into
editorial policy. At the same time, he did follow Sifton{s desire that the

Free Press remain independent of the govermment by refusing to tie it to the
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Union administration on domestic matters.

It was in this way too, that Sifton's influence on the editorial policy
of the Free Press was affected immediately following the war. His analysis of
the government as being essentially Tory in spirit, proved to be borne out,
particularily after Meighen became Prime Minister. With his demand that the
Free Press be independent of it until the poditical situation became clearer,
Dafoe agreed. Here Dafoe played a major moderating role; as long as Borden was
head of the govermment, he refused to place the Free Press in opposition to it,
but as soon as Meighen took over, he was quick to put the paper against it.
Sifton's more sympathetic attitude toward the Liberal party in the last half of
1920 and throughout 1921 would seem to have influenced Dafoe as well. Sifton,
much more quickly than Dafoe, forgave the Liberal party for its anti—conscriptionist?  :
position, and therefore made a much more realistic analysis of its programme.
There can be lettle doubt that it was this factor, more than any other, that
alienated Dafoe from the Liberal party in the post-war years, particularily
when it was led by the anti-conscriptionist King. Throughout the election cam-
paign of 1921, the Free Press was largely indifferent to the Liberal party,
mainly because it viewed the Progressives as representative of the true Liberal
element in the west. On the other hand it made no concerted effort to deride
the party in the east, and this concession in itself must have been the result
of Sifton{s more symﬁathetic approach to it.

But while Sifton's influence on the Free gggggts general attitude to-
ward the federal political parties was considerable, this was not always the

case with regard to the specific approach the paper might take toward an
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individual issue. Instances of this nature were Siftonfs opposition &to the
League of Nations, and his opinion on how Canadafs autonomous position should
be established. These have not been discussed, because they did not bear
directly upon the Egégggggggfs attitude toward the major political parties. ¥
Nevertheless it should be noted that on these issues, the position of the paper
obviously reflected Dafoets views and not those of Siftoh. Significantly, how-
ever, Dafoe spent a considerable amount of time justifying his position to
Sifton, who reluctantly wduld agree that there was merit to his argument.

On the basis of the findings of this thesis, it is not possible to
assert definitely that Sifton exercised a large degree of influence on Dafoe
throughout the entire extent of their twenty-seven year relationship. It is
possible, however, to conclude that the probability of this being the case is
very high. The one important exception to this rule was in regard to the re-
ciprocity issue of 1911. And that instance, as has been ably explained by
Ramsay Cook, resulted primarily because Dafoe was able to persuade Sifton that
the Free Press's opposition to reciprocity would destroy its reputation as the
voice of the west, and therefore be financially disastrous.

As described in the introduction, Dafoe always maintained that Sifton
ultimately left the responsibility for and therefore the making of policy de-
cisions to those in immediate editorial control of the paper. The findings of
this thesis cannot seriously dispute this fact. Nevertheless, as has been seen

the decisions arrived at consistently corresponded to the views held by Sifton.

1. Ramsay Cook, op. cit., p. 49.
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1f they did not, he was invariably given the reason why. By his counsel, his
advice and his political analysis, Sifton was thus able to retain a large degree

of control over the editorial policy of the Manitoba Free Press.
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