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For what, indeed, is there of sem-
blance between these two features of
history? The Russian, in a fit of
fanatical rage and hatred, attacked
his next door neighbors to extermi-
pate them; the American calmly and:
regretfully filled a few graves with
strangers. Industrious, nonresisting
to law and harmless were the crea-
tures on which the minion of the
Czar wreaked his vengeance; the des-
tined slayees of the American were
too indolent to work, they refused td
obey the laws of liberty, and they
were so far from being harmless that
it was necessary to put them out of
the way to prevent their giving the
water cure to unprotected visitors
from the savior country. The victims
of the cruel Muscovite were assault-
ed with knives, sticks, stones, ham-
mers, and even brutal fists; the
American used the humane bullet,
the untorturing projectile, and the
leisurely acting weapon that pre-
cludes all pangs of dyspepsia. The
crimes of the Russian were sacrile-
gious, for he preyed upon the chosen
people of God; the American was
guiltless of such desecration for his
work was done among people to
whom the holy seriptures do not even
gllude. The Russian would be
ashamed and would refuse to ac-
knowledge the real incentive to his
deplorable acts; but the American
stands in  the full, bright light of
publicity and tells, with pardonable
candor, of benevolent assimilation.

_ But may it be that these glaring
Incongruities, in spite of the unpleas-
ant rumor, are not being foolishly
considered as subjects of reconcilia-
tion by the children of the Czar?
May it be that, even now, the court
apologists are drafting a reply to the
American protest which will admit
the guilt of the Bear, and will, with
true humility, acknowledge repent-
ance and promise a reformation for
the future? May these apologists be
fair-minded enough to go further,
and thank us for the tangible inter-
est we have taken in the internal af-
fairs of their country, and beg from
us a continuance of our good offices?
Then we can rejoice, and be thankful
that a long friendly nation has not
turned on us in a spirit of unwel-

tome and unfounded criticizm.
G.T. EVANS.

EDITORIAL CORRESPONDENCE.

Corowa, N. S. W., Australia, June 12.
—The Federal parliament -opened on
May 26th. The governor-general’s
speech promises a great deal of legis-
lation, mostly unnecessary, but fortu-
nately there will not be time for half of
it this session, as the parliament ex-
pires in January.

The reference to Mr. Chamberlain’s
latest somersault, preferential trade,
is very lukewarm. Practically the min-
istry says it believes in the policy, but
has no time to introduce it. The pro-
tectionist idea of preferential trade
here is to leave the duties alone as re-
gards British goods, but to raise them
against foreign products. The minis-
try knows it would be useless to at-
tempt to pass such a measure, even in
the house of representatives. Mr.
Deakin, the federal attorney general,
has cabled to England warm approval
of Chamberlain’s proposal, but appar-
ently he was speaking for himself only.

The presnt Barton tariff here is in
very great disfavor with all merchants,
not only on account of the high duties,
but because of the way it is adminis-
tered by Mr. Kingston, the commission-
er of customs. Kingston is the most
rabid protectionist in the ministry, and
he appears to try to hamper importers
in every possible way. If any goods are
wrongly described in an invoice, as
often happens in drapery, etc., the im-
porter is criminally prosecuted, al-
though it may be shown that he was
not trying to defraud the customs.

An attempt is now being made to or-
ganize a reform league in New South
Wales, similar to the Kyabram league
in Victoria.

ERNEST BRAY.

NEWS

Week ending Thursday, July 16.

A further step was taken on the
10th in connection with the Chicago
traction question (p. 195). Judge
Grosscup formally advised the re-
ceivers as to their course. He gave
this advice not in his judicial capaci-
ty after a hearing in behalf of all in-
terests, but as the judicial conserva-
tor of the property in the hands of
the receivers and after an ex parte
hearing.

Judge Grosscup declares, in  his
letter of advice. that it is not his pur-
pose to announce any final judgment
on the questions involved. He also
declines the suggestion that he com-
pel the city of Chicago to intervene
in the receivership proceedings to test
the validity of the 99-vear franchise,

though he intimates that this pro-
cedure might be proper and practi-
cable. His object, as he states it, is
to give such instructions to the re-
ceivers as will in his judgment “ade-
quately conserve the property rights
of the companies, while requiring
them to fulfill their obligations to
the public.” Judge Grosscup then
outlines the history of the street car
system of Chicago substantially as
recited more at large in these col-
umns two weeks ago (p. 195), and
concludes as to the constitutional ob-
jections to the 99-year franchise that
they “do not merit space for state-
ment, much less for discussion.” Re-
garding the circumstances under
which the franchise was granted, he
says:

The legislative grants, whatever their
origin, are the existing law of the land.
They constitute the contract between
the people of the State and the railway
companies. They measure the rights
and the obligations of both. They have
been the accepted basis for tens of thou-
sands of transactions by people who
never heard of the legislature of 1865.
To set them aside now, either .covertly
or openly, or to deprive them of their
full meaning and effect, would be a ju-
dicial invasion of contract and a breach
of public faith as reprehensible as the
repudiation of some undoubted but un-
popular public debt. There is no way
left, then, to approach the interpreta-
tion of these grants other than as one
would approach any plainly written
contract between disputing parties.

Having thus laid the foundation
for his opinion and advice, Judge
Grosscup builds the superstructure
as follows (what he describes as “the
legislative grants” being the act of
1859 and the amendatory act of 1865,
known as the 99-year franchise):

The legislative grants, taken to-
gether, 1ook to the installation of a rail-
way system in the city of Chicago, and
to that end grant to the railway com-
panies for the period of ninety-nine
years the right to occupy certain streets,
leaving to the city, by contract with the
companies, the manner and conditions
of such occupancy. Thus, when the
companies entered into ocupancy under
these grants the underlying right of
their occupancy was from the State, the
manner of its exercise only being gov-
erned by ordinances of the city. The
State wag’the grantor, the city the su-
pervisor. 3Now, while the power of the
city over the exercise of the grant thus
obtained from the State was made am-
ple, it remained, and remains, a sub-
servient power. Its function is to pro-
mote the uses of the grant; it -cannot
be made a means to defeat the grant, for



