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Always have an open mind, but

don't keep it open at both ends.

Some irreverent punster, impressed

with the efforts of the Outlook to

sanctify imperialism, compares it with

Outing, which he says makes religion

of sport, while the Outlook makes

sport of religion.

A peculiarly ignorant criticism of

the American declaration of inde

pendence is the one now so often

heard in plutocratic quarters, that it

falsely asserts that all men are cre

ated equal. This is false—so the crit

icism runs—because men are not cre

ated equal in stature, nor in weight,

nor in mental or physical ability, nor

in health, and so on. The criticism

would be beneath notice if it were not

so common. But it is common, and

the thoughtless are often fooled by it.

In considering it, it should be ob

served at the very outset that the dec

laration of independence is not a

treatise on physiology. Its declara

tion of equality cannot, therefore, be

assumed to relate to physical propor

tions or strength. Neither is it a

treatise on mental philosophy. Con

sequently the equality assertion can

not be assumed to refer to mental

qualities. The document is altogeth

er political; that is, it deals exclusive

ly with rights. It is to be assumed,

therefore, that in asserting the equal

ity of men the declaration refers to

equality of rights. In other words,

that it means that men are created

equal politically. Nor does this emi

nently sane construction rest wholly

upon assumption. The assertion of

human equality is made not only in

a distinctly political document, but

specifically in a paragraph, and even

in a sentence, in which "rights" is

both the dominant idea and the dom

inant word. What the declaration

means is that men are created with

equal rights with reference to each

other. If this assertion is false, its

falsity must be proved by something

more worthy of the human reasoning

faculty than trifling references to dif

ferences in height, strength, mental

qualities, weight, and so on. It must

be shown that some men have a title

by birth to rule over their fellows.

Otherwise the assertion of the declara

tion of independence holds good.

Some of the magazines are renew

ing discussions of the theory that ac

cording to the religion of Christ in its

purity only the poor can be saved.

Naturally enough, objections to tills

theory are abundant. We see too

much individual evil among those

whom we call the poor, and too much

individual good among those we ac

count rich, to like the idea of salva

tion for the one class and indiscrim

inate damnation for the othe% But

does it follow that Christ's condem

nation of riches was without religious

basis? Must we soften the rigor of

his words into allegory, or repudiate

them altogether? To us it seems not.

There is an explanation which, with

out doing violenec to any really good

impulse of the human soul, accords

with Christ's merciless condemnation

of riches. This explanation requires

in the first place that we consider sal

vation and damnation not as judg

ments pronounced by some heavenly

police court, but as the natural and

necessary spiritual results of certain

kinds of spiritual life. In the next

place it requires a recognition, such

as 'Henry George made in his

posthumous book, of a scientific dis

tinction between riches and poverty.

Mr. George distinguished riches as

the power a man may have to get more

than he earns, which in its last analy

sis is a power to extort unrequited la

bor from others. In that view of

riches it is not very difficult to believe

that the rich cannot be saved. The

man whose income is unearned, be it

great or small, and who likes that kind

of income so well as to demand the

perpetuation of the social conditions

that make it possible and to use his

influence to that end, is a rich man in

the Christian sense—in the sense in

which riches are condemned. Such a

man cannot love his fellow man. In

sisting as he does upon social institu

tions that rob them, he must be re

garded not as loving but as hating his

brother. How, then, can he possibly

enter into the so-called heavenly life,

which, if it means anything, means

above all things else a life of brother

ly love? There is a profound rational

truth in the idea that it is easier for

a camel to pass through the eye of a

needle than for a rich man to enter

the kingdom of heaven.

Chinese news does not yet afford a

basis for fair judgment as to either

the merits of the difficulties or the

duty of foreign governments. That

foreigners have been murdered, and

that foreign representatives are

among the victims, are reasonably

well-assured facts; but it is by no

means clear that the Chinese govern

ment has participated in any outrages,

or encouraged them, or been indiffer

ent to them. On the contrary, all the

news from the Chinese side which

reaches us, and some from the other

side, indicate that it has tried to per

form its foreign obligations faithful

ly'. There is no evidence thus far of

any assault upon foreigners by Chi

nese soldiers or officials, or of any

concert of action between Chinese sol

diers and the mob, except in defense
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of the country against military in

vader?.

That the foreign naval authorities

in the Gulf of Pechili undertook to

order the Chinese commander at

Taku with reference to his military

movements, threatening him with

bombardment if he should fail to

comply within a prescribed period,

has been conceded by the foreign

powers from the beginning, though it

was at first explained that he opened

fire upon the foreign ships before the

ultimatum had expired; and now

there appears to be no doubt that the

foreign fleet not only issued this ulti

matum but began the firing. To the

honor of the United States, be it said.

Admiral Kempff refused to be a party

to that assault upon the Chinese. If,

after this attack upon th-e Chinese

government, the Chinese military re

sisted the advance of Admiral Sey

mour upon the capital of their coun

try with a foreign military force, it

cannot fairly be said that the gov

ernment was guilty of a breach of any

obligation to foreign powers.

What we of this country must con

sider with reference to the situation

jn China is that the government there

cannot protect foreigners against an

ti-foreign mobs if foreign govern

ments insist upon stirring up native

prejudices against foreigners. Our

government could not do it in this

country. Imagine a great Know-

nothing excitement here, which, like

the Boxer uprising in China, was car

ried to the extent of mobbing for

eigners. What chance would our gov

ernment have of putting down these

mobs if foreign governments under

took to help by bombarding our coast

forts and sending troops through the

country to our capital? Instead of

contributing to quelling the Know-

nothing mobs, wouldn't that turn

every American into a Know-

nothing to the death? And why-

should we expect the Chinese people

to be more docile; under similar cir

cumstances? A little reflection upon

this point wili convince any fair-

minded American that the require

ments made of foreigners by the vice

roys in southern China, namely, that

they shall avoid displays calculated to

excite native prejudices, are wise. If

the powers do not acquiesce, it will be

apparent that what the powers are

trying to do is not so much to sup

press Boxer riots and protect foreign

ers in China as to make excuses to

invade the empire and carve it up

among themselves.

At the annual meeting of the Peace

society in London last week the bur

den of the speeches was a denuncia

tion of the American war in the Phil

ippines and the British war in South

Africa as "twin specimens of na

tional hypocrisy." That is a true

characterization. In each country the

jingo, with a wave of his country's

flag and a prayer to his nation's* God,

pretends that he is bent upon a ca

reer of civilization, when in truth his

heart's desire is simply to make the

God a universal boss and the flag a

valuable commercial asset. Hypoc

risy! Hypocrisy to the core! From

lords and commons and chancel, from

white house and senate and pulpit—

the whole thing is hypocritical; ex

cept with men like Ehodes and Han-

na, with whom it is barefaced devil

try. Thus it is on either side of the

Atlantic. "Twin specimens of na

tional hypocrisy" accurately describes

the togft-jingo governments of these

two recreant nations.

In seconding MeKinley's nomina

tion, Roosevelt revealed a phase of his

own character which has hitherto not

been prominent. He said of the dem

ocrats of the nation that—

they have raved, they have foamed at

the mouth, in denunciation of trusts,

and now in my own state their fore

most party leaders, including' the man

before whom the others bow with

bowed head and trembling' knee, have

been discovered in a trust which really

is of infamous and1 perhaps criminal

character—a trust in which these apos

tles of democracy, these prophets of

the new dispensation, have sought to

wring fortunes from the dire need of

their poorer brethren.

It is not to the reckless language about

raving and foaming at the mouth that

we allude when we say that an unfa

miliar phase of Roosevelt's character

is here revealed. In that respect he

is hardly up. or down, to his normal

level. Neither do we allude to his

uncandid insinuation that Tammany

Hall is in sympathy with democratic

principles, nor to his equally uncan

did concealment of the fact that the

New York ice trust was exposed and

prosecuted not by republicans but by

democrats. In these respects, also,,

he plays in familiar role. What we

do allude to is the fact that in a pub

lic speech he should have thus men

tioned a case which was at that mo

ment pending before him in a ju

dicial capacity. For at the time of

his speech Roosevelt had under con

sideration, as governor of New York,

the question of removing Mayor Van

Wyck from office upon charges which

required him to pass judicially upon

the acts and one of the men that he

thus stigmatized as infamous and

perhaps criminal.

The New York ice trust, which

Roosevelt has characterized as infa

mous and perhaps criminal, was not

exclusively a democratic affair.

Among other prominent republic

ans who were in it was Gov.

Roosevelt's republican predecessor

as governor of New York. That

fact is, indeed, of no import

ance with reference to the guilt

of the democrats; but it is of great im

portance in that it exposes the low par

tisanship of Roosevelt's speech. But

even if there had been no republicans

in this ice trust, Roosevelt could not

blow away the trust issue by exclaim

ing at the fact that certain Tammany"

Hall leaders have been caught in a

trust. It makes no difference who

profits by trust management. That

is not the question. The question is,

who makes trust management possi

ble? And the answer to that ques

tion is, the party of 3IeKinlej and

Roosevelt. Their party has been de

livered over, tied hand and foot, to

the great combination of trusts. How

childish, then, to meet the trust issue

with the retort, "You're another!'T

It is comical to hear the vice presiden
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tial candidate of the great Hanna-

Roekefeller-Armour-Vanderbilt-Mor-

gan combine virtuously denounce

Mayor Van Wyck a; a partner in an

infamous and perhaps criminal trust.

It could be done with so much com

posure only by a dnpe or a dema

gogue.

The St. Louis strike, with the vio

lence attending it, is a mere external

manifestation of conditions which the

classes that are most ready to resort to

official violence have themselves

brought on. It may be likened to

skin eruptions' caused by impure

blood. The street car system had been

consolidated, all but one line, upon

pretense that this would enable the

companies to render better service.

What it did enable them to do was

to water their stock enormously and

encourage them to oppress their em

ployes. The employes met the move

ment against them with the strike. It

was quickly settled, so far as it af

fected the one line which had not

been consolidated with the others;

but the consolidated lines arrogantly

fought the men in ways that are more

exasperating and more dangerous to

the public peace than labor riots, but

which have an outward appearance of

legality. Then came sporadic acts of

violence on the part of the strikers

and worse violence on the part of

some of their friends. But the vio

lence has not been at all what the

press has represented it to be. The

stories about stripping women, and

the like, were grossly exaggerated;

and the only disorder worthy the

name of riot was brought on by a so-

called posse comftatus. The governor

had been urged to order out the

militia. He very properly declined to

do so. His motives for refusing are

impugned, but it is not his motives

that are in question. The important

considerations are that the true use

of the militia is not to exasperate and

cause disorder and destruction, but

peace when there is rioting that can

not be controlled by the civil power,

and that no such condition has exist

ed. The sheriff was less particular

than the governor. Called upon to

order out a posse, he organized in

stead, though under that name, an im

promptu military force, composed of

a class of men who live in an at

mosphere of contempt for people who

earn their living with their hands,

who were hot with a passion for the

man-hunt, who were armed with mil

itary weapons, and were organized

and officered as a military force. This

unlawful military force wantonly

caused the only real riot of the strike;

and in that it did all the shooting.

While strikers should be held ac

countable for the breaches of the

peace of which some of them are un

questionably guilty, it is by no means

an indication of a law-abiding state

of mind to denounce their unpremedi

tated outbreaks while ignoring the de

liberate though secret lawlessness of

the monopolists whose grasping

schemes were the real cause of all the

trouble.

Before the industrial commission

at Washington not long ago, Secre

tary Thompson, of a southern indus

trial organization, which carries on

industry by proxy, made an onslaught

upon labor unions for interfering

with the right of nonunion men to

work. Mr. Thompson proposed as

one remedy that a law should be en

acted which would—

make it justifiable homicide for any

killing that occurred in defense of

any lawful occupation, the theory

of our government being that anyone

has a right to earn an honest living in

this country, and any endeavor to de

prive one of that right should be placed

in the same legal status with depriva

tion of life and property.

We doubt if Mr. Thompson would

stand by his proposal to its logical

end. Here, for instance, is a coal

miner out of work, not because trade

unions stand in his way, but because

the owners of coal mines refuse to em

ploy him. Here also is a coal field

that no one is working. It is held out

of the market, as many acres of coal

field are. in order to lessen the sup

ply of coal. Now coal mining is a law

ful occupation, and thi- miner goes to

work taking coal out of that field and

selling it. But the owner of the land

endeavors to deprive him of his right

to earn an honest living in that way;

and, acting upon Mr. Thompson's

suggestion, the coal miner thereupon

kills the obstructive land owner. In

harmony with the principle pro

pounded by Mr. Thompson, this dead

ly act should be accounted justifiable

homicide, because committed by the

miner in defense of his right to earn

an honest living. And as with that

landlord, so with all landlords who

shut men out from the only oppor

tunity for earning a living that nature

ever thought it necessary to provide;,

to kill them should be justifiable

homicide!

We understand, of course, that Mr.

Thompson would immediately retort

that trespassing upon another's land

is not an honest way of getting a liv

ing. But how does unused land come

to be the land of anybody in particu

lar? Why has the man who doesn't

use it himself and forbids its use by-

others a better right to it than the

man who tries to use it? Nature gives

no such right. The only basis of the

right is municipal law—mere human

enactment. Would Mr. Thompson

rest his case for landlords upon noth

ing more substantial than that?

Would it be murder, in his estimation,

to shoot a landlord for preventing

your earning a living by working un

used land to which he had only a legal

title, and justifiable homicide to

shoot a labor union "picket" for

preventing your taking a job?

Would the mere legal title make all

that moral difference? If it would,

then it would be murder to

shoot the "picket" if he had a

legal right to keep others away

from a job he had struck himself. All

the "pickets" need do, then, to avoid

the penalty Mr. Thompson prescribes,

would be to use their political influ

ence to secure an act of the legislature

giving them the same right to mo

nopolize jobs that legislatures hereto

fore have given to landlords to mo

nopolize land. The essence of it all

is that while Mr. Thompson's moral
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principle of the right of everyone to

earn an honest living is sound, it is

a principle that applies with no more

moral force to a labor "picket" than

to a land monopolist. Both interfere

with the right of others to earn a liv

ing. But the land monopolist is by

far the greater offender. For every

man that labor "pickets" deprive of

a job, land monopolists deprive mil

lions of jobs.

An example of one of the charac

teristics of imperialism, censorship of

the press, when it is in smooth work

ing order and not too drastic, is af

forded by Bussia, that model em

pire, which, with fire and sword, would

carry its standards of civilization and

Christianity to the inferior peoples,

just as we are urged to carry ours.

The example we refer to is the press

instructions issued by the Bussian

minister of the interior to guide news

papers of Bussia with reference to the

Chinese situation. They are given by

the American Associated Press in

these words:

1. No reference to the movement of

Bussian troops or warships.

2. Papers must bear in mind that the

czar is actuated only by a desire to

maintain peace and good-will among

the nations.

3. No gossip about differences among

the powers that would be displeasing

to the government.

4. No criticism of Russian diplomacy

or of military or naval strategy.

5. Editorial writers should recollect

that Russia is predestined to predom

inate in Asia.

6. Comparisons may be made be

tween Russian and foreign troops and

seamen when unfavorable to foreign

ers.

In reading these instructions an

American must experience a crawly

feeling. Yet to such press censoriz-

ing the imperialists are bringing this

country. Don't smile incredulously.

The American censorship of the press

in the Philppines for the past year

has not been one whit less autocratic

and mendacious. Nor has it been con

fined to military secrets. Our press

censorship in the Philippines has

been distinctly political. What is

worse, administration republicans as

sert the right to make it so in perpet

uity; for, while they insist that the

Philippine islands must be American

territory, they declare that the lib

erty safeguards of the constitution do

not protect the people there. Free

dom of speech and of the press, then,

should Mr. McKinley's colonial policy

be sustained, is to be a mere matter

of the grace of the sovereign power.

It is even so in Bussia.

When Mr. McKinley stated that he

did not believe in "imperialism" it is

evident to all that he was standing

upon a definition. At the time he

made the statement no dictionary,

with the exeception of Stormonth's,

had added anything to the ancient

and classical meaning of the term,

though the citation- from Pearson:

"Boman imperialism had divided the

world into master and slave," was not

without instruction. But Stormonth,

published in 1895, contained an addi

tion, which is worth considering even

from the McKinley point of view, as

follows:

Imperialism, or Caesarism, as a

party name, denotes the supposed gov

ernment of a ministry, or the personal

government of a minister of a con

stitutional country, hardly within the

limits of the constitution; the sup

posed exercise of such a power as be

longs to a despotic government.

The important connection made in

this prophetic sentence between "im

perialism" and. "Caesarism" should

not be lost sight of, nor the impor

tance of the latter definition as im

plied in and logically proceeding

from the former. But a still more au

thoritative signification is to be had

from one of the recently issued parts

of the Oxford dictionary, the only

word-book in English which may be

called international in the full sense

of the term. The secondary meaning

of "imperialism" is there defined to

be—

the principle or spirit of empire; ad

vocacy of what are held to be impe

rial interests. In recent British poli

tics, the principle or policy (1) of seek

ing, or at least of not refusing, an ex

tension of the British empire in direc

tions where trading interests and in

vestments require the protection of

the flag; and (2) of so uniting the

different parts of the empire having

separate governments as to secure that

for certain purposes, such as warlike

defense, internal commerce, copyright,

and postal commuication, they shall

be practically a single state.

With this goes the further and more

directly applicable American defini

tion:

In the United States, "imperialism"

is similarly applied to the new policy

of extending the rule of the American

people over foreign countries, and of

acquiring and holding distant depen

dencies, in the way in which colonies

and dependencies are held by Euro

pean states.

That is what "imperialism" is gener

ally supposed to mean; but then

everybody was supposed to know just

what "plain duty" was supposed to

mean. What Mr. McKinley means is

probably different, with phrases con

cerning "confidence -in the American

character," "belief in an overruling

Providence," and "benevolent assim

ilation to the ideals of Washington

and Jefferson and Lincoln," to make

it clear to the plain people.

In a recent issue of the Engineering

and Mining Journal, a publication

which cannot be fairly accused of hav

ing free trade sympathies, there ap

pears an item that protectionists

might reflect upon very much to their

enlightenment. After reciting the

fact that of the 661,069 tons of coal

imported last year into Chili, only

3,200 tons were from the United

States, this item observes that "we

ought to furnish a very much larger

proportion, but we will hardly do it

unless we become buyers of ores and

other products from that country."

The item indicates that its writer's

mind is only in the early stages of

economic development. He evidently

supposes that profitable commerce

consists in exchanging goods with

this, that and the other country, by

direct trade between those countries

respectively and our own; whereas it

really consists in exchanging domestic

goods for foreign goods, regardless of

the particular country or countries to

which the domestic goods may go.or

from which the foreign goods may

come. It is immaterial, that is.

whether the United States sends
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coal to Chili and gets back Chilian

ores and other Chilian products by di

rect trade, or sends the coal to any

othercouniryand through the world's

network of exchanges gets back the

ores or other things from many other

countries. The question is one mere

ly of economy, and the respective

buyers and sellers will take care of

that for themselves.

The principle of international

trading is the same as that of indi

vidual training. Individuals do not

prosper most by the direct trades

they make — as when the hatter

swaps hats with the shoemaker for

shoes, or with the tailor for clothes;

but by their indirect trades—as when

the hatter sells hats to all buyers,

and with the money, check or other

certificate of barter he gets for

them, buys shoes or clothes or what

not from whomsoever will serve him

best in those respects. It is by that

principle, also, that nations prosper

most; or would, if tariff tinkers and

other meddlers would leave their peo

ple alone to trade in freedom. But if

the Engineering and Mining Journal

writer has not advanced far enough

to see this, he at any rate has got

his eyes turned in this direction. In

saying that if we would export to

Chili we must import from Chili, he

does see, however densely — like see

ing men, may be, as trees walking—

that importing is as vital to trade as

exporting. And that is a long way

in advance of the absurd notion, now

embalmed in the republican platform,

that excessive exporting is the only

profitable commerce.

On the question of the value of

customhouse statistics of trade bal

ances in showing the prosperity of a

country we beg to refer to a compari

son of the American with the British

statistics. The trade balance of Eng

land is what our astute statisticians

call "unfavorable"'—■that is, it shows

a continuous excess of imports. Yet

the British do not appear to be trou

bled by it. The more it is so, the

better they like it. For they under

stand that excessive imports mean

excessive profits, and that excessive

exports mean excessive loss. We

append a comparison of the statistics

for ten years, the American figures

being taken from the official '"'Sta

tistical Abstract" for 1899 and the

British from the "Statesman's Year

Book" for the same year:
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Comparing these totals we find that

during the ten years ending with

1898 the following were the balances

of trade upon the customhouse re

turns, respectiveh', of the two coun

tries:

U. 8. exports $9,062,707,046

U. S. imports 7,620,630,968

"Favorable" balance $1,442,077,078

British imports $20,944,552,402
British exports 11,469,176,197

"Unfavorable" balance $9,475,376,205

Could greater violence be done to

language than to call Great Britain's

excessive income of $9,475,376,205

during the past ten years an "un

favorable" balance? Yet that is what

it must be called if the excessive

outgo of the United States of $1,-

442,077,078 during the same decade

is to be accounted a "favorable" bal

ance. For one is the antithesis of

the other. Oh, ye protectionists who

account men and nations the richer

the more they give and the poorer

the more they get—go to, go to!

It is to be read in the papers of the

day that the economic saving already

effected by the trusts in the United

States equals $6,000,000 daily. In that

form, the statement seems to imply

that the people of the country are

growing rich at a most rapid rate,

since $6,000,000 saved usually

means $6,000,000 earned. But

in this case, unfortunately, that is ex

actly what the statement does not

mean. The words "economic saving"

signify that labor has been dispensed

with. With natural opportunities for

employment in other directions re

stricted, that kind of saving implies

a heavy loss to the working people.

Incidentally, too, it would mean that

the producers of America have a home

market of enormously less value.

As the home market is averred to be

worth more than any foreign market,

and is certainly worth vastly more

than any possible tropical market, it

seems that present "economic saving"

and eventual economic loss may come

to much the same thing. Possibly

this is one of the instances in which

trade follows the flag—downward.

DOES TRADE FOLLOW THE ELAG?

"Does trade follow the flag" is a

question opportune at a time when

men under the pretext that our trade

must be increased, advocate the adop

tion of a policy of colonization and

imperialism by the United States.

Leaving out the moral principles in

volved in imperialism, is it a factor

in determining the volume of a na

tion's trade? In other words, will

imperialism pay?

I make the proposition that while

tariff and navigation laws affect the

commerce of a nation to such an ex

tent that they may almost totally de

stroy it, imperialism does not affect it

at all.

Several countries of Europe and

especially Great Britain have many

large colonies and dependencies. If

trade follows the flag these countries

ought to prove it.

Great Britain has been engaged for

centuries in developing India and her



198
The Public

neighboring possessions in the Indian

archipelago, countries whose popula

tion certainly amounts to 300.000.-

000. The annual trade of these coun

tries with Great Britain amounted in

1897 to only $350,000,000. while the

annual trade of Great Britain with

the United States, having a popula

tion less than one-fourth that of In

dia, amounted to over $700,000,000

—some twice as much. Considering

the whole trade of Great Britain we

find that the annual value of the im

ports from the colonies to Great Brit

ain was during 1896 and 1897 less

than $450,000,000, and in the same

years the annual value of the exports

was $440,000,000, while the annual

value of the exports from Great Brit

ain to foreign countries during the-

same years was about $990,000,000.

and of imports considerably over $1.-

500.000.000. A fair estimate of the

population of the world would be

1,400,000,000, and of the British em

pire 400,000.000. and using this esti

mate we find that the annual value of

the trade—imports and exports—be

tween Great Britain and her colonies

is $2.22 per capita for the persons en

gaged in it, while the value of the

trade between Great Britain and for

eign countries is $2.49 per capita.

When we consider that Great Britain

expends many millions of pounds an

nually on her foreign possessions and

many more millions on the army and

navy with which she defends and

keeps them in check, we can see in

Great Britain's case at least that trade

does not follow the flag and that im

perialism does not pay.

France has been engaged for the

past 50 years in forming an empire,

the trade of which with the mother

country is so small that the colonial

expenditure alone amounts to more

than its whole value.

Germany, too, has such a slight

trade with her colonies that her co

lonial expenditure also exceeds the to

tal value of the imports and exports

involved in it.

Italy spends annually for the de

fense and development of her one col

ony, Eritrea, more than ten times as

much as the whole value of the im

ports and exports of that colony—

notwithstanding the fact that its trade

is largely a matter of handling and

transhipment.

It seems to me axiomatic that the best

goods at the lowest prices will always

be bought, no matter where they come

from nor who sells them. If this be

true, then trade does- not follow the

flag; it follows the line of least resist

ance like everything else in nature.

It is perhaps true that if we were,

for- example, to put a heavy tariff on

the imports of the Philippines from

the rest of the ■world, and allow our

own goods to go in free, we should in

crease our commerce with the Philip

pines. But such a policy is now- fol

lowed by Portugal alone of all the

European countries-; while if we levied

such a discriminating tariff other

countries with colonies would in all

probability follow suit. This would

counterbalance a hundredfold anj

possible increase of our trade with

the Philippines.

Great Britain herself, involved

more than any other country in impe

rialism, does not defend her course on

the ground that it is necessary for her

trade, but on the ground that it is her

duty to carry her civilization to Less

civilized peoples. Great Britain's

trade, then, is not due to her colonies.

And since she has no special natural

advantages over other nations for

commerce, it must be due to some in

stitutions or laws differing from those

of other countries.

Now. Great Britain has largely abol

ished restrictions on trade, the two

principal of which are tariffs and

harassing navigation laws. Certainly

no one can deny that tariffs and laws

which deny ships not built in the

country the protection of its laws, are

restrictions on trade. As restrictions

on trade they necessarily hinder the

development of trade.

Great Britain formerly had high

protective tariffs. Feeling that her

trade was hindered by these tariffs, in

1846 she abolished the principal du

ties provided by them, retaining only

a few, such as those on tobacco and

spirits. Notwithstanding the dire pre

dictions of British protectionists,

Great Britain's trade grew enormous

ly. The very reverse of this process

has taken place in the United States.

Up to the time of the civil war our

tariffs were comparatively light and

our carrying trade was only second to

Great Britain's and was growing rap

idly. Then came the civil war. which

destroyed our commerce by destroy

ing and' rendering inactive our ships,

which did not dare to put to sea when

it was alive with confederate cruu-ers.

The war over—under successive ad

ministrations — heavy tariffs- were

levied: and since then our merchant

marine has been insignificant.

Great Britain once had a set of the

most stringent navigation laws; ever

enforced; but these, to the great ad

vantage of her trade, were repealed

in 1852. In America by comparative

ly recent enactments it is rendered

practically impossible for a ship not

built in the United States to fly the

American flag. These laws were

passed in order to increase the ship

building industry. What is the re

sult? Competition with Europe hav

ing been taken away, the prices of

ships were increased while their quali

ty was lowered. This caused Ameri

can merchants to give up their busi

ness. European merchants taking

their places. The result has been to

destroy those interests it was purposed

to foster, and to assist the tariff laws

to ruin our commerce.

If we would increase our trade, let

us abolish restrictions on trade, in

stead of securing unprofitable colonies

at an enormous expense.

EDWARD EAGLE BROWN.

Chicago.

NEWS

Humors of a serious nature and of

an alarmist hue have followed in

quick succession from China during

the past week, each succeeding one

painting the situation in darker col

ors. These reports, which were car

ried from Peking to Tientsin and

Shanghai by native runners, doubt

less reflect the excited and panicky

views of their bearers, and should not

be accepted without reserve. Two of

these reports, however, may be con

sidered authentic—the usurpation of

the supreme power by Prince Tuan.

the leader of the Boxer element, the

assassination of the German minister

and the extreme peril of the ministers

and foreign colony in Peking.

Prince Tuan, who is the father of

the heir-apparent, has long l>een the

leader of the anti-foreign element in

China, and as the commander in chief
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of the imperial army connived at and

fostered the "Boxer" movement. The

latest advices would' indicate that he

assumed control of the government

and undertook the issuing of imperial

■edicts shortly after the capture of the

Taku forts by the European allies.

These edicts, which have been sent

out by runners to the various prov

inces, order the enrollment of Boxers

and the complete expulsion and ex

termination of the "foreign devils.'*

Whether this usurpation of the su

preme power was connived at by the

■dowager empress and what the fate of

the deposed emperor, Kwang Su, may

be. cannot now be ascertained, but

t he fact remains that Tuan is in com

plete control of the situation in Pe

king and northern China.

The viceroys of the central and

southern provinces, which extend

from Hoang-ho or Yellow river on

the north to the British and French

frontiers on the extreme south, have,

however, refused" to recognize Tuan's

usurpation and are actively preparing

to resist his authority, at the same

time endeavoring to maintain friend

ly relations with the foreign consuls

in their provinces.

At the time of closing our account

last week of the mysterious situation

in China word had just come of the

relief of Admiral Seymour, of the

British navy, with his force of allied

naval troops. This report was ac

companied with information to the

effect that Seymour had not succeed

ed in reaching Peking, the object of

his expedition, but that he had

rescued the foreign ministers and had

them with him. It is now known,

however, that Admiral Seymour did

not succeed in rescuing the ministers,

nor did he get to Peking, although he

himself was relieved. In his own re

port to the British admiralty on the

27th he tells of engagements on the

13th and 14th, in both of which the

Boxers were repulsed, and of the de

struction of the railway on the 16th.

which prevented his farther ad vance.

On withdrawing to Yangtsun.on the

Peiho river, he found it necessary to

abandon the Peking expedition alto

gether and to follow the river down

to Tientsin. During the return

march he encountered opposition

at nearly every village and did

not succeed in reaching the vi

cinity of Tientsin until the 24th.

where he captured the armory, with

all its supplies, and then sent in to

Tientsin for a relieving force, which

arrived on the 26th. He burned the

armory before quitting it. Admiral

Seymour's losses during his expedi

tion were 62 killed and 206 wounded,

the British loss being heaviest—2?

killed and 75 wounded. His force

consisted of British, Russians, Ger

mans, French, Italians, Austrians,

Japanese and Americans. The Amer

ican loss was four killed and 25

wounded.

Of the position of the foreign col

ony and ministers besieged in Pe

king nothing authentic can be

added to the report received by the

navy department from Admiral

Kcmpff on the 2d. This report was

brought to Tientsin by a native run

ner who left Peking on the 24th and

is as follows:

"Runner from I'ekin reports lega

tions are besieged, provisions nearly

exhausted, situation desperate. Ger

man minister going to tsung-li-yamen

murdered by Chinese soldiers. Ameri

can. Dutch and Italian legations

burned. Twenty thousand Chinese

soldiers inside, and 30.000 outside Pe

king*."

This dispatch has been corrobora

ted by a similar one from Shanghai a

few days later, which says that all the

foreigners have taken refuge in the

British legation and are defending

themselves against the repeated at

tacks of an infuriated mob of Chinese

soldiery and Boxers. As the last

runner left Peking ten days ago. at

which time both provisions and am

munition were running low, and as

the European allies have abandoned,

for the present, any plan of relief,

the horrible rumors, as to their fate,

which fill the newspapers as we go

to press, may well be true.

Fighting still continues at Tien

tsin, and with the Chinese investing

forces receiving constant reenforce-

ments the situation grows more se

rious daily. On the 4th came a re

port that once more the railroad be

tween Tientisn and Taku had been

cut and communication completely

cut off. and accompanying this the

report that Admiral Seymour had

been wounded.

Reenforee-ments of the allies con

tinue to arrive at Taku. the Russian

and Japanese being represented with

the largest quotas, although the oth

er countries are making preparations

to largely increase their forces. Ger

many, which is especially wrought up

since the confirmation of the murder

of Baron Von Ketteler. is preparing

to take vigorous measures and is

forming a volunteer corps for Chinese

service, and four battleships have

been ordered to Chinese waters.

This country, which on the 3d for

mally notified the foreign powers that

"the United States does not recognize

a state of war to exist in China and

that it has not sent troops to make

war upon China, but to look out for

Americans and their interests and to

assist the legal government in estab

lishing and maintaining order,"

has nevertheless ordered two more

regiments in the Philippines to pre

pare for service in China, in addition

to the one already sent.

Another appeal has come to the

powers from Chinese viceroys in

southern China (the first one is

mentioned at page 185). asking

them not to send troops to China,

or at least not to the southern

provinces, lest the native population

there, which is now quiet, be stirred

by fears of a foreign invasion. In an

swer, the American government has

instructed American consuls in China

to confer with the viceroys and ob

tain protection for American inter

ests, agreeing not to send troops so

long as the local authorities comply

with the requirements of the consuls

and keep the peace. It is understood

that the other powers have given sim

ilar instructions. Accordingly the

consuls at Shanghai of the various na

tions have entered into an agreement

with the viceroys of Nankin and Han

kow, in which the viceroys agree to

protect the properties of the mission

aries and foreign merchants in the

valley of the Yangtse-Kiang and in

the ports of Foochoo and Hankow,

upon condition that sailors on board

foreign warships shall not go ashore;

that foreign warships shall not be sent

to the Yangtse-Kiang without the

consent of the viceroys, nor anchor

near the Woosung forts or those in

the valley under any pretext what

ever, nor in the neighborhood of the

Shanghai arsenal, and that mission

aries and foreign travelers shall not go

to places unprotected by Chinese

troops. The agreement has not yet

been signed by the consuls, who await

specific authority from their respect

ive governments.

To turn from affairs in China to

the war in South Africa, it does not

appear that Lord Roberts's envelop

ing movement in the Orange Free
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State, the beginning of which was de

scribed at page 185 last week, has yet

been completed. Some fighting has

occurred, and British casualties with

in one period of-three days are said to

have amounted to 100; but there is

no other news of moment. The be

lief prevails in London, however, that

Lord Reborts is really now about to

end the war by a master stroke in

which he will surround the Boer force

in the Free State.

White is to return the latter part of

this month.

There is no news this week from the

American war in the Philippines ex

cept a report from Gen. MaeArthur

on the 2d that Gen. Aquino had sur

rendered with a few followers at Tar-

lac on the 29th, and that fighting still

continues in northern Luzon. The

amnesty proclamation has had little

effect apparently, as the insurgents

still continue active.

The chief interest of the week in

England with reference to the South

African war was excited by charges

of Mr. Burdett-Coutts, tory member

of parliament for Westminster, that

the British hospital arrangements in

South Africa have been a disgrace to

the service. The matter was the sub

ject of acrimonious debate in the

house of commons on the 29th. It

is probable that these harrowing dis

closures of Burdett-Coutts will result

in the appointment of a commission

of inquiry, and that a scandal not un

like that which attended the Alger in

vestigation at the close of the Span

ish-American war will attach to the

British w ar office. The parliamentary

secretary, Mr. Wyndham, in replying

to the hospital charges upon the floor,

admitted that the sick and wounded

had been neglected to a lamentable

extent, but insisted that this was due

to no stinting of supplies, but to the

insuperable difficulties of distribut

ing supplies. The extent of the neg

lect may be inferred from the state

ments of war correspondents and oth

ers that British soldiers are infinitely

better nursed in the Boer hospitals

than in their own.

The British war office on the 3d is

sued the following report of British

casualties since the outbreak of hos

tilities:

Killed in action 21,657

Died of wounds 680

Missing and prisoners 2,689

Died of disease 4,337

Invalided home 19,277

Total 48,640

The Boer envoys, Messrs. Fischer.

Wolmarans and Wessels, who have

been in this country for several weeks

advising the American people of the

merits of the Boer cause, sailed for

France on the 29th on board the

steamship L'Aquitaine. They wer

accompanied by Montagu White, for

merly the representative of the South

African republic in London. Mr.

American casualties in the Philip

pines since July 1, 1898. inclusive of

all current official reports given out

n detail at Washington to July 3,

1900, are as follows:

Deaths to May 16, 1900, (see page

91) 1,847

Killed reported since May 16, 1900, 22

Deaths from wounds, disease and

accidents reported since May 16,

1900 100

Total deaths since July 1, 1898 1.969

Wounded 2,179

Total casualties since July, 1S9S.. 4.148

Total casualties reported last

week 4,099

Total deaths reported last week.. 1,931

Russia has advanced much farther,

not to say much more peaceably, in

the w"ork of Russianizing Finland

than either the United States or Great

Britain in their kindred work in the

Philippines and South Africa respect

ively. The story of this subjugation

may be followed in detail bv reference

to The Public. No. 48 page 9. No. 57

page 6, No. 61 page 10, No. 75 page

10, and No. 77 page 10. The latest

step in the process was the issue on

the 27th by the czar of a manifesto di

recting that after September next all

reports of the Finland senate must

be made in the Russian language; that

after New Year's day, 1903, only the

Russian language shall be spoken in

the senate, and1 that two years later

it must be used in all government of

fices and departments. The official

language now, which this manifesto i

to supplant with the Russian, is the

Finnish, which, as we have heretofore

explained, has a high order of liter

ature of its own. Besides thus for

eing an alien language upon th

Finns, Russia is suppressing freedom

of speech and of the press. A Swedish

paper published in Helsingfors, Fin

land, has been peremptorily sup

pressed, and four others, one pub

. lished in Finnish, have been warned

I while the dismissal of the editor of

another has been ordered. The effect

of this drastic assertion of Russian

sovereignty is indicated by. data just

published which show that in 1899

the emigration from Finland was

nearly four times what it was in 1898.

In American politics the leading

event of the week is the assembling

of the democratic national convention

at Kansas City, Mo. Up to- the hour

of this writing but little business had

been done. The convention was

called to order at 12 o'clock on the-4th

by Gov. Charles M. Thomas, of Col

orado, as temporary chairman, who

made the opening address. After

Gov. Thomas had finished speaking

the declaration of independence was

read amid great enthusiasm. A bust

of William J. Bryan, the work of

Richard George, the son of the late

Henry George, was then presented to

the convention by Tom L. Johnson,

of Ohio, and once more the great con

vention hall shook with cheers. After

the roll of the delegations had been

called the convention adjourned until

eight o'clock. At the evening ses

sion ex-Gov. Altgeld of Illinois made

a forceful address and urged the con

vention to take no backward step on

the money issue. James D. Richard

son, of Tennessee, was then elected

permanent chairman. His scathing

arraignment of the republican ad

ministration was well received, but

at the mention of Bryan's name a

scene of wild enthusiasm, such as

has never been equalled before at a

political meeting, unless perhaps at

the great convention in 1896, when

Bryan himself captured the nomina

tion by a wonderful speech. The con

vention then adjourned, but the com

mittee on resolutions after an all

night session decided, on the morning

of the 5th, upon a specific declaration

for 16 to 1, by a vote of 26 to 24, thus

ending by this action the movement

against the specific reaffirmation of

the 1896 plank.

The principal state convention was

that of the republican party of Mich

igan, which was in session and at a

deadlockas we went topresslast week.

On the 28th. upon the nineteenth bal

lot, Aaron T. Bliss, of Saginaw, was

nominated for governor. The Minne

sota republican convention on the

same day nominated Samuel R. Van-

sant for governor. Between the so

cialist labor party and the social dem

ocratic party, which have not yet come

togeiher on the presidential ticket,

a complete fusion on state nominees


