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‘When hostilities between this coun-
try and Spdin broke out, there wasa
reagonable fear they would not end
until all the great nations of the world
were at war. It may have beenin some
sense an explanation of this that lead
Spain on to the last ditch. Certain it
is that she relied more upon the pos-
sibilities of European diplomacy, and
of interference in her behalf by con-
tinental powers, though that would
heve involved counter-interference by
Great Britain apd consequently ‘a

* world’s war, than she did upon the
strength of her own arms, or the weak-
ness of ours. Fortunately, so terrible
a ealamity as universal war has for the
present been avoided, but the pros-
pects of universal peace are not en-
couraging. The ink is hardly dry
upon the protocol which stops our
conflict with Spain, when England
begins to show signs of preparation
for war with Russia. ’ ‘

S8hould England go to war with Rus-
sia, we of this country could in all gin-
cerity reciprocate the sympathy we
have just received from her, for
she would be fighting for freedom.
Whileitistruethatthesurface cause of
her war would be Russian interference
with British investmends in a Chinese
grend of reilway monopoly, yet hon-
orable caguses lie deeper down. Rus-
sin is meking encroachments wpon the
English poliey of the “open door” in
China—free trade there for all na-
tions; end her action with reference
to the railroad grant in immediate
question is & culmination to those
encroachments. The Russian poli-
cy 1is inimical to freedom; for
commerce is 8o interwoven with free-

dom that freedom is menaced when
commerce is obstructed. What gives

to questions of commercial right a |

sordid tinge, is the fact that commer-
eial benefits are so largely monopo-
lized by means of grants to favored
individuals. But for that, we should
more clearly see that in resisting Rus-
sian aggression England stands for
the American principle of liberty and
equality. For that principle we
should fight, and our sympathies can-
not but go out to England when she
fights for it, even though on the sur-
face the war should be in the interest
of monopoly investments.

It will be observed that the protocol
under which hostilities between Spain
and the United States are suspended
pending the conclusion of a treaty of
peace, makes no mention of the Span-
ish debt for which Cuba is mortgaged.
Spain naturally wishes the United
States to assume it. So do the bond-
holders. And in the course of the ne-
gotiations for peace this wae pro-
posed. The United States refused,
haowever, to consider the matter in
connection with the protocol, insist-
ing upon unconditional relinquish-
ment of Spanish sovereignty in Cuba.
But there is no doubt. that the peace
commissioners might take Spain’s
wishes and those of her bondholders
into consideration in framing the
treaty. While Spain must relinquish
Cuba whether we agree to provide for
the debt or not, the treaty may never-
theless provide for it, if our peace
commiseioners, our president and
our senate should so decide. That
Spain is relying upon some such pos-
sibility is evident; and if her bond-
holders do not lobby forit till they are
blue in the face, they are an entirely
nnique speciee of the bondholding

genus. The fact that the Spanish.

Cuban bonds hold their own in the
Paris market, is very significant of

‘the bonds.

the purposes and expectations of the
fraternity of government note-shav-
ers. It is within the possibilities,
therefore, that in some ehape the peo-
ple of this country will have to think
over the justice of protecting the
owners of the Spanish bonds for which
Cuba hes been pawned. It is even
more than a possibility. A prominent
liberal statesman of Spain, an ex-min-
ister, makes this statement:

I have reason for thinking that our
government has received positive infor-
mation of an unofficial assurance that
the American government will do some-
thing for the Cuban debt. You know
the Americans are practical people.
Still, Spanish and foreign bankers, es-
pecially French, German and Belgian,
have induced some powerful American
speculators and financiers to buy Cu-
ban stock with a view to creating a

syndicate in New York that will oblige
McKinley to listen to their arguments.

The question of making the Cuban
debt good by the treaty of peaceadmits
of but one answer. It must not be done.

.Thepeople of the United States are, of

course, under no possible obligations
in justice to help either Spain or the
bondholders. There was no privity
between us and them in the issuing of
On the contrary the
bonds were issued chiefly to pay the
expenses of keeping up a bloody fracas
near our front door. And no privity
could be charged to usin consequence
of our having beaten Spain in war
and as a condition of peace forced her
to get out of the neighborhood. If
Spain had mortgaged the Caribbean
sea, or the proceeds of a system of
piracy which she carried o there, it
would hardly be pretended that we
incurred any liability for the mort-
gage by sending our battleships and
driving her and her piraticel system
away. \Why does not the same prinei-
ple apply to a mortgaged system of
piracy carried on upon an island in
the Caribbean?
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The liability of the Cubans is na
greater than our own. To impose the
burden of these bonds upon Cuba
would be like charging a murdered
man’s estate for the weapon with
which he was put out of the way. And
when we get to the bottom of the mat-
ter, the people of Spain ought not to
pay the bondseither. The bonds were
never issued for their good, nor did
they ever receive any benefit from the
proceeds, as the bondholders well
know. So far from being evidence of
a nation’s faith, these bonds are evi-
dence of corrupt agreements between
government note-shavers and a ras-
cally government, and from any point
of view their repudiation would be
entirely just. Itisnotlikelythatany
Spanish government will have the
boldness and honesty to repudiate
them, but if that were done it would
clear the money-lending atmosphere
immensely. No one thing could give
a more healthy tone to pclitical con-
ditions generally, than an honest re-
pudiation of one of the great fraudu-
lent public debts of the world. It
would be a new and wholesome inter-
pretation to that eminently just
maxim, “let the buyer beware.”

Tammany Hall has spoken on the
subject of territorial expansion, in
characteristic fashion. Her mouth-
piece is the redoubtable Richard
Croker himself. “I do not believe”—
says Mr. Crober in an interview given
out for publication from Saratoga on
the 12th of August—*“T do not believe
in giving up anything we have
gained by this war; on the contrary, I
believe in holding on to all we have
gained, and reaching out for more.”

Mr. Croker’s utterance is full of
native candor. Being the boss of
Tammany Hall and speaking for that
organization, he can afford to be can-
did, boldly and cheerfully so; for Tam-
many Hall indulges not in senti-
ment, nor tolerates it as a social or
political element. There is no neces-
sity. In politics for “what there isin
it,” Temmany men are undisturbed
by moral considerations or political

principles of the higher grade. The
mgqral considerations that weigh in the
preéinets of Tammany would never
win prizes at Sunday school; the po-

litical principles which pass current.

there never rise above the rules of the
game. And whether from indiffer-
ence or policy, Tammany scorns to
indulge in the homage which well-
mannered vice is supposed to pay to
virtue. She is no hypocrite. From
long experience in holding on to all
the plunder they gain and then reach-
ing out for more, Tammany men have
come to regard that as a principle of
human conduct as just and honorable
as it is wise and profitable. It is no
reflection, therefore, upon Tammany
patriotism, if they recommend the

‘same principle to the United States.

If expansion of territory is to be de-
sired, nothing could be more natural
to either Tammany or its boss than
gravely to propose as he has done that
we hold on to all we have gained by
the war, and reach out for more.

The only difference, unfortunate-
ly, between Tammany and the rest of
the expansionists is in Tammany’s
candor. While Tammany, wishing to
grab, plainly says so, the others give
their predatory propositions nice
names and bury the larcenousintent
in pretty phrases. The purpose of
all, however, is the same and unmis-
takable. Gen. Gomez understood it
from the beginning. When at the out-
break of the war—the story is upon
the authority of E. Hernandez, one of
his close friends, who recently made it
public through a Chicago interview—
when at the outbreak of the war, his
attention was called to the disclaimer
on the part of the United States of all
intention to acquire territory, Gomez
“would only shake his head and say
that whatever America’s present in-
tention might be, there could only be
one end to the matter, with Ameri-
can troops and generals conducting
the campaign, and that was the com-
plete escendancy of American rule.”
Gomez was tight in his fears. Unless
the American' people denounce the
policy, we shall, in Croker’s plain

language, hold fast to all we get, and

reach out for more. This policy con-

templates the appropriation of Cuba.

Since a positive pledge stands in
the way of reaching out boldly for
Cuba—Tammany fashion, -Croker
fashion, highwaynran fashion—as we
are reaching out for Puerto Rico, we
are under the necessity of reaching
out for it sneak-thief faghion. John
Morley explains the method in hisac-
count of the “forward” rake’s progress.
He is describing the British method,
but that is the method we are pre-
paring to imitate. Mr. Morley says:

First, you push on into territories
where you have no business to be, and,
in our case, where you had promised
you would not go; secondly, your in-
trusion provokes resentment, and in
these wild countries resentment means
resistance; thirdly, you instantly ery
out that the people are rebellious and
that their act is rebellion, this in spite
of your own assurance that you have
no intention of setting up a permanent
sovereignty over them; fourthly, you
send a force to stamp out the rebelion;
and fifthly, having spread bloodshed,
confusion and anarchy, you declare,
with hands uplifted to the heavens,
that moral reasons force you to stay,
for if you were to leave, this territory
would be left in a condition which no
civilized Power could contemplate with
equanimity or with composure. These
are the five stages of the Forward
Rake’s Progress.

o pr—

That is a fairly good outline of the
plan which American tories, less
blunt than Croker, are inculeating
with reference to Cuba. If not exact
it is at least suggestive. First, we are
to establish a military government in
Cuba, where we have no business ex-
cept to turn over ‘the relinquished
island to the Cuban republic, which
our congress has distinctly recognized.
Then, when our unwarranted mik-
tary dominion excites resentment of
some sort, we are to find it necessary
to remain in control for the sake of
“stability.” Finally, we are to see our
way, as a mnecessity, of staying perm-
anently; and thus for moral reasons—
reasons that would make Croker im-
patient, but which are nevertheless
intended adroitly to justify his all too
bluntly expressed purpose—we are to
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do in Cuba what England has been
doing in Egypt.

When England went into Egypt,
it was upon a pledge to evacuate the
country when she should have estab-
lished a stable government there. But
after two decades of occupation she is
adjusted to the idea of remaining.
English tories do not intend that she
shall ever evacuate. When the minis-
try were recently interpolated as to
whether the government intended to
stop in Egypt, Mr. Balfour replied
that the present situatior did not
“seem to call for any declaration of
policy beyond those which have al-
ready been made.” That was all the
satisfaction the minority in: parlia-
ment were able to obtain. But the
London Spectator, the great tory
weekly, mildy rebukes Balfour for not
having gladly taken advantage of the
question to make a frank statement.
“We should have liked him to have
faced the problem fairly and square-
ly,” says the Spectator—
and to have told the house and the na-
tion how these conditions have mnot
been fulfilled; and@ how every year it
has appeared more and more clear
that they will not be fulfilled; and
how, in fact, it has become evident
that evacuation is a moral and phys-
ical imposeibility.: Then he should have
gone on,—When once a man finds he
has blundered into a declaration as
to future acts, which it is clear he can-
not carry out, the honoreble thing for
him to do is to state publicly that he
finde he will be unable to act upon his
declarations. Men have constantly to
admit to such mistakes,and no reason-
able person can accuse them of faith-
fulness, if they do not conceal their
mistake after they have themselves
become aware of it. We cannot, we
find, act upon our declarations as to
evacuation without ruining Egypt;
therefore, we take an early oppor-
tunity of withdrawing those declara-
tions once and for all. Thatis, we con-
tend what the government ought now
to say and do, but what, unfortunate-
ly, they do not say and do. Though
they know that we shall not evacuate
Egypt, though the country knows it,
though all the foreign powers know
it, the British government still refuses
to officially admit the fact. The pre-
tense that the idea of evacuation has
not been abandoned has become a
mere farce which takes in nobody.

We venture the prediction, that un-
less the people of the United States

promptly condemn the policy now
forming in regard to Cuba, the fore-
goingextract fromthe Spectator, with
only a few verbal alterations, willsoon
be as applicable to America in Cuba
asit is now to England in Egypt.

Since the 30th of July the customs
receipts at Santiago have exceeded
$60,000, which evokes much joyful
palaver. But why should anyone but
the Santiago landlords be joyful? All
this money comes, first and last, out
of the inhabitants and sojourners in
Santiago and vicinity, in proportion
to their consumption. To that ex-
tent the land owners are exempt,
though they alone reap the financial
benefits of the expenditure. Assum-
ing the money to be wisely expended,
their property will be augmented in
value, and other kinds of property
will not be.

Thisidea that public improvements
add to the value of land is very dif-
ficult to grasp, when used as an argu-
ment for requiring the beneficiaries
to, pay the expense of the improve-
ments; but when advanced as an in-
ducement to investment ir land it is
as easily understood. For example,
a real estate expert was recently
quoted in a Chicago paper as urging
the city to make a certain street im-
provement because it would increase
land values in the vicinity from $200
to $1,000 a foot. . He understood the
point, and so did the owners. It is
plain enough for anyone to see that
public improvements enhance land
values and no other values; and it
ought to be as plain to an unseared
conscience that the beneficiaries of
this enhancement, and not the pub-
lic generally, ought to foot the bill.
Whoever rents his house, if he pays
taxes for public improvements, is
taxed double for them. He is taxed

first in the tax he pays to the authori--

ties, and second by his landlord in
higher rent made possible by the very
improvement for which he has already
been taxed by the authorities.

Lyman J. Gage, in his interview on
the return of peace, publisbed on the

14th of August, said he could “see no
reason why we should not now have
a great share of prosperity.” What
did Mr. Gagemean? Arewe to under-
stand that all the talk of the pros-
perity touters for 18 months past has
in his opinion, also, been mere bun-
combe? That is a reasonable inference
from Mr. Gage’s remark; and that all
this talk has been mere buncombe, is,
moreover, a positive fact.

A prosperity calendar would be en-
tertaining. Somewhatimore thantwo
years ago, we were promised prosperi-
ty as soon as “the advance agent of
prosperity” should be nominated for

T YR aaw

president: Then the date was post- :

porned until he should be elected, one
William J. Bryan having meantime
recklessly thrust himself in the way.
Accordingly, on the day after Mr. Mc-
Kinley’s election, the railroads and
hotels swarmed with drummers, and
a grand prosperity chorus burst forth
from the throats of the touters; but
in two weeks the drummers, utterly
disappointed, swarmed back again.
After that the “advance agent’s” date
was postponed month by month for
a weary year; at first untibhisinaugu-
ration, then until he could settle down
in his chair, then until 3 new tariff
bill could be introduced, then until it
could be signed, then until it could
get fairly into operation; and at last,
the tariff bill having failed to bring
on the prosperity show, until we could
get down to hotwork in the approach-
ing war with Spain. But even the
war didn’t bring prosperity; perhaps
because too few men were killed—for
who could expect this fickle god to be
tempted with so small a death offer-
ing? At any rate war as a prosperity
producer proved to be as grand a fail-
ure as either McKinley’s election or
the Dingley teriff bill. Now, how-
ever, the people are assured that with
peace, prosperity must come—it sim-
ply must! Butitsimply won't. The
“want ads.” will be as numerous as
ever in the papers next winter, in the
columns of “situations wanted,” and
as weak as ever in the columns of
“help wanted.”



4

The Public

J. Sterling Mortan, Mr. Cleveland’s
secretary of agriculture, used to bea
thorough going democrat of the Jef-
fersonian kind; but if he is to be
judged by the prospectus of his new
newspaper, The Conservative, pub-
lished at Nebraska City, Neb., he has
sadly fallen from grace. Inthat pros-
pectus it is announced, for instance,
that The Conservative will at all times
and under all circumstances “stand
up for equal rights to all the intel-
ligent citizenship of the republic.”
What does Mr. Morton propose as to
unintelligent citizens? Have theyno
rights which the intelligent.are bound
to respect? In what school of dem-
ocracy, we should like to know, did
Mr. Morton learn that equality of
rights depends upon intelligence,
more than upon property or birth or
any other consideration except man-
hood?

This solicitude for the equal rights
of the intelligent might pass for a
mere awkward expression, were it not
that Mr. Morton’s prospectus isa con-
fession that The Conservative starts
out with a disposition to defend mon-
opolies, those special privileges which
the intelligent so often use theirintel-
ligence to lay hold of. He assertsthat
there is no menacing leisure class in
the United States; yet he must know
that even if our leisure classes are not
menecing, some of those he includes
inthe working classes are decidedly so.
Work devoted to getting or manipu-
lating monopolies is menacing, and its
purpose and effect is to establish a
menacing leisure class inthe next gen-
eration. Mr. Morton also speaks
bravely for the rights of both labor
and capital; but he evidently refers
to their conflict of rights and not to
the aggressions against both by mon-
opoly. He is solicitous also about the
rights of corporations, without, how-
ever, distinguishing from the special
privileges of corporations, their legiti-
mate property rights. True, he only
speaks of defending their rights; but
it is evident that heincludes their spe-
cial privileges, their plundering fran-
chises, their monopolies, among their
rights. If Mr. Morton really intends

to assail monopoly, his prospectus ad-
mirably keeps the secret.

Doubtless Mr. Morton’s paper, The
Conservative, has a horror of social-
ism. His attitude toward corpora-
tions imples it. That is wholesome,
for some kinds of socialism are worse
than a distemper. But in view of the
undiscriminating tendency of his
prospectus, we beg to submit a sug-
gestion by means of an extract from
the Springfield (Mass.) Republican.
This extract, which expresses our own
view exactly, better than we could
express it ourselves, may be stimulat-
ing to Mr. Morton in his management
of The Conservative. It refers pri-
marily to old age pensions, and is as

follows:

There is a “socialism” which would
pauperize, demoralize and corrupt,
and this pension scheme and all oth-
ers that strive to bring government
into the attitude of a guardian and
patron of the individual is of that
stamp. There i3 a “socialism,” on the
contrary, which strives simply to in-
troduce conditions of substantial
equality in economic opportunity—
which aims to help men to help them-
selves, and this is a very different mat-
ter. Public ownership or control of
what are called natural monopolies
is styled socialistic, but the advocates
of such a policy seek simply to re-
move inequalities of opportunity,
whieh discriminate against labor and
capital which has obtained the monop-
oly. Such a socialism, if that be the
proper term, stands for no more than
industrial equality, along with politi-
cal equality, and insists as strenuously
as the so-called individualist upon self-/
help, self-reliance, self-denial, and each
being the architect of his own for-
tune. Old-age .pensions and all like
schemes are to be avoided for the very
reason that they place the individual
on a very different footing and make
him a dependent ward of the state.

Congressman Maguire now a can-
didate for governor of California, is
represented in the Congressional Rec-
ord of August 3, by fourspeeches which
furnish good reading, not only in Cal-
ifornia, but throughout the Union. All
were delivered on the floor of con-
gress. One of them deals with the
subject of reilroads. Maguire be-
lieves in public ownership of the roads
as public highways, and private com-
petitive operation of trains. Another
deals broadly and in detail with the

war revenue bill, and shows that near-
ly the whole burden of the war tax
falls upon’ the poorer classes of the
country. The third is an argument
for the foreclosure of the government
liens on the Central Pacific railroad;
and the fourth denounces the labor
arbitration bill as involving involun-~
tary servitude. Judge Maguire’s
speeches are always interesting and
inspiring. He is an eloquent end
forceful speaker. But these speeches
are in addition valuable contributions
to the liberature and history of the
subjects with which theydeal. It will
be a bright day for California and &
dark one for the millionaire looters
of the Pacific slope, whenr Maguire
takes the oath of office as governor of
California.

SELF GOVERNMENT.
L

When the American colonies had
determined to throw off the despotic
tory government of Great Britain,
and, as they expressed it, “to assume
among the nations of the earth the
separate and equal station to which
the laws of nature and of nature’s
God” entitled them, they formally
stated the causes that impelled them
to the separation. In doingso, and
in justification of their revolutionary
intentions, they also proclaimed cer-
tain principles which they held to be
self-evident truths. The document
in which those causes of separation
were stated and those self-evident
truths proclaimed, is known to every
American schoolboy as “the declara-
tion of independence.”

In so far as that declaration states
the causes that impelled the colonies
to throw off a foreign yoke, it is to us
only an historical monument. How-
ever oppressive, however arrogant,
however tyranmical the policy of
George III. may have been toward his
colonies in America, that policy is to
this generation of Americans of no
vital concern. It belongs with the
dead and buried past. But in so far
as the declaration of independence
enunciates what its signers describe
as self-evident truths, it is not a mere
landmark of history. In that re-
spect it is the pole star of our national
progress, the chart by which our ship
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of state must steer or be pounded on
the rocks; it is the breath of national
life which God breathed into the nos-
trils of our nation. Those truths are
indeed self-evident, and they are as
vital now as they ever were or ever
willbe. Incontestable inferences from
the all-embracing principle: of the
universal fatherhood of God, and the
consequent universal brotherhood of
man, and therefore denied only by
atheism, they make the declaration of
independence immortal, and place
this nation, to the degree that it faith-
fully holds to them, in the van of
human progress.

IL

First among these self-evident
truths which the founders of our na-
tion proclaimed is this, that “all men
are created equal.” That does not
imply that all men are created equal in
size or strength, or intellect, or will;
but that they are equally endowed
by their Creator, as the declaration of
independence goes on to explain,
“with certain unmlienable rights,”
among which “are life, liberty and the
pursuit of happiness.” It is equal-
ity of rights, therefore, and not uni-
formity of personal characteristics,
with which all men are held to be en-
dowed.

Proceeding from this primary truth,
the declaration of independence next
proclaims the rightful origin' and
scope of government. By what right
do we place any man’s conduct under
governmental control? and whence
comes authority to govern? The an-
swer is made plain. Government re-
lates to the inalienable rights to life,
liberty and.the pursuit of happiness,
already asserted, and it originates
with the people themselves. “To se-
cure these rights,” says the declara-
tion, “governments are instituted
among men, deriving their just pow-
ers from the consent of the governed.”
Just powers of government, then, are
derived from the consent of the gov-
erned; other governmental powersare
unjust. This fundamental proposi-
tion of our immortal declaration of in-
dependence is also an unavoidable
corollary of the primary principle
that “all men are created equal;” for if
all are created equal, none can be
specially commissioned to govern.

Nor let it be doubted that the prin-
ciple of self government is sound,

though we have not yet learned how
to apply it with exactitude. We are
obliged to assume, in the absence of
better methods, that the consent of
the majority is the consent of all.
Upon the surface, that may appear to
be absurd; but there can be no de-
nial that it is an honest effort to
put the principle of self-government
in practice. Itisthe method to which
free men always and everywhere nat-

.urally resort to harmonize differences

among them. At any rate, it is in
the present state of human develop-
ment the only known way of ascer-
taining the public will; and,when fair-
ly used, this method does approxi-
mately and in the long run secure the
intended result—government by the
consent of the governed. ‘When right,
the will of the majority soon comes to
be the will of all; when wrong,it comes
only somewhat more slowly to be the
will of a vanishing minority.

IIL

This doctrine that the just pow-
ers of government are derived from
the consent of the governed, as ex-
pressed by the voice of the majority,
is the life giving principle of the
American policy. Not only is it pro-
claimed by the declaration of inde-
pendence, but it is woven into our
national history. True, we have not
been strictly faithful to it. Man-
hood suffrage did not begin with the
government,and womanhood suffrage
has still to establish its claims. These
faults, however, like the continued
recognition of the slave trade and the
persistent protection of chattel
slavery, are to be accounted for rather
as short-comings, than as evidence of
national hostility to national ideals.
They were not deliberately adopted in
the face of our declaration of inde-
pendence; they*merely survived the
regime which it abolished, and lapped
over into the one which it instituted.
Inconsistencies of that sort are but the
wriggling of the snake’s tail after the
snake is killed. But all the great de-
liberate changes of public policy
since the declaration of independence,
from the ordinance of 1787 to the fif-
teenth amendment, have been in har-
mony with the principle of equality
and the doctrine of self-government.

Now, however, we are confronted
with a situation which puts our sin-
cerity in these respects to a crucial

test. We are advised not merely to .
retain old wrongs in conflict with the
declaration of independence, but to
establish new ones. The so-called
“forward” movement, which we are:
,being dragooned into adopting with
reference to Hawaii, the Philippines,
Puerto Rico and Cuba, is in fact a
backward movement. Conceived in
the vicious principle that some peo-
ple are created either without rights,
“or with rights inferior to others who
are therefore their natural rulers,
this movement challenges the integ-
rity of the declaration of independ-
ence, threatens the consistency of our
national polity, and trifles with our
good faith asa people.

Iv.

Already we have annexed the Ha-
waiian islands without submitting the
question to the inhabitants. Thesole
pretext of regularity in that annexa- \
tion rests upon the consent, not of
the people whom we have thus de-
cided to govern, nor a majority of
them, but of & very small minority,
mostly Americans, who usurped their
power by force of arms and hold it
by disfranchising the vast majority.
We have thus undertaken to impose
our own government upon the Ha-
waiians without their consent, there-
by assuming to institute over them a
government which, so far as they are
concerned, derives none of its powers
from the consent of the governed.

Puerto Rico is not yet annexed, but
shameless preparations are in progress
to seize it and hold it as American ter-
ritory without the consent of its in-
habitants. When the war with Spain
began, only Cuba was thought of as
likely to give rise to a question of an-
nexation; and to allay all suspicion,
we solemnly disclaimed any inten-
tion of annexing it, as solemnly de-
claring it to be our purpose to leave it
to the government of its people. That
disclaimer and declaration applies in
spirit to all the territory conquered
in the war—to Puerto Rico as well as
to Cuba. If we appropriate Puerto
Rico, we prove to the world that the
war on our part was one of conquest,
prove it as convincingly as we could
by appropriatingCuba. Wealso prove
that our declaration of independence
and our much-vaunted principle of
equality and self-government are the
veriest shams. Wholly irrespective of

“ -
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