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Congress has adjourned without so
much as noticing that clause in the
Paris treaty, now more than a year
old, which imposes upon it the duty
of determining the civil rights and
political status of the native inhabit-
ants of the Philippine islands. It
leaves these people, without a word,
entirely to the diseretionary govern-
ment of the military power. Thereis
certainly about that a marked flavor

of imperialism.

President Henry Wade Rogers, of
theNorthwestern university,at Evan-
ston, Ill., an old established Meth-
odist institution of learning, is the
latest college educator to walk the
plank for opinion’s sake. One of the
trustees brazenly declares in a news-
paper interview that Mr. Rogers was
forced into resigning because, a year
ago, at a public meeting in Chicago,
he made a speech against imperial-
ism. The list is lengthening. Here
are five of the notable ones: Bemis
for opposing gas monopoly, Will for
calling land monopoly to account,
Andrews for having democratic opin-
ions on the money question, Herron
for bringing plutocracy to the test
of Christianity, and now Rog-
ers for standing by the declara-
tion of independence. If the time
has not already come, it cannot be far
off, 'when college educators will clear-
ly understand that if they wish to
hold their chairs they must suppress
all opinions which do not harmonize
with the partisan or sordid interests
of plutocratic college bosses.

Some of the McKinley papers are
much concerned because the public

meetings in honor of the Boer envoys
have had so strong an anti-adminis-
tration coloring. But they have only
themselves and the administration to
blame. In organizing these meetings
the greatest pains were taken to make
them nonpartisan by securing full
representations of both parties; but
administration republicans invari-
ably refused to participate.  They
could not have done otherwise with-
out reflecting upon the administra-
tion. These meetings have been, nec-
essarily and in the very nature of the
case, rebukes to President McKin-
ley for refusing to indicate to the
British ministry the disfavor with
which the people of this country look
upon the subjugation of the South
African republics.

Dur’s Review for the 9th reports
that business—-
failures in May were not only the
largest ever known in that month
since such records were made, but of
80 months covered’ by these returns
only six have shown as large liabil-
ities.
The optimistic Dun finds, neverthe-
less, that “the report is encouraging.”
Dun’s Review has found “encourage-
ment” in every month’s business for
four years! But the masses, though
they have found “encouragement”
palatable, have not fattened upon
it. This speculators’ prosperity
dies hard, in the speculators’
papers; but it is dying, nevertheless.
We bave had no genuine prosperity
since the late ’80’s, notwithstanding
all the whooping up, and now even
the bubble which trade papers and
administration organs have inflated
is collapsing.

A Chicago taxing official made an
astounding statement to the Chicago
Record of the 11th. Referring to the
fact that some Chicago citizens have
sought to evade personal property

taxation by buying€ government
bonds to hold over the taxing period,
he said:

These are the persons we are going
after. \We will raise all the schedules
where we have reason to believe that
this has been done, not taxing the
bonds, because we could not do that,
but making a higher valuation on other
goods.

Consider the calm criminality of that
proposition! This official has the
temerity to proclaim that he and his
associates will violate the law and
their oath of office by assessing goods
at more than they believe them to be
worth, so that they may tax somebody
by indirection for owning a kind of
property which is legally exempt
from taxation! To such unwhole- .
some devices are taxing officials
driven in extorting unwise and un-
just taxes from personal property
owners in order to relieve the city site
owners of their just taxes.

Gov. Stephens, of Missouri, has ex-
hibited a kind of strenuous courage
in connection with the St. Louis
strike which men of the Roosevelt
type would be either too sanguinar-
ilyeagerortoomorally cowardlyto im-
itate. His refusal to call out troops
in response to the clamor for them,
his determination to refrain from re-
sorting to military violence until
convinced that nothing short of that
would preserve the peace, reflect the
highest honor upon his administra-
tion. Riots must be put down. Peace
and order must be maintained. The
laws as they exist must be enforced.
And no exception should be made in
favor of lawless workingmen. But it
is just as important that this should
be done in a peaceable and orderly
and lawful manner as that it should
be done at all. Itis more important.
An English philosopher who wrote
half a century ago, Patrick Edward
Dowe, regarded governmental law-
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lessness as incomparably more preju-
dicial to a ‘community than any
amount of casual lawlessness that
would be likely to take place in a civ-
ilized country. He was right. Riot-

ing only disturbs, while government-

al lawlessness subverts public order.
And that is the view which Gov.
Stephens adopted. He admonished
the local authorities to preserve the
peace, assuring them of state sup-
port if necessary; but he refused to
make the occasion an excuse for un-
necessary resort to military power.
He has courageously set a much need-
ed example in these days when the
spirit of militarism has taken posses-
sion of the influential classes.

An exceedingly important if not
vital question with reference to the
attitude of the United States toward
the British war in South Africa has
been raised by Edmund H. Smalley,
a republican lawyer of Chicago. In
" an open letter to President McKinley
Mr. Smalley reminds the president
not only that the British ministry is
brazenly violating international law
in prosecuting the war to the point of
destroying the independence of the
two republics, but that it is the privi-
lege of the American government, in

accordance with international law,]

to enter a protest. More than that,
as Mr. Smalley points out, the Ameri-
can government, if it allows the anni-
hilation of these two republics to pro-
ceed without rebuke, will become a
party to a revolutionary precedent
which may hereafter place every weak
state at the absolute mercy of any su-
perior military power with which it
becomes embroiled in war. The
American republic itzelf, should the
accidents of war bring defeat upon it,
might be deprived of its independ-
ence upon the basis of the South Af-
rican precedent to which it now si-
lently assents.

On the point of the lawlessness of
the policy Great Britain is pursu-
ing, Mr. Smalley quotes from leading
authorities in international law. hav-
ing first recalled the declaration of
Lord Salisbury that the British min-

istryintendsto leave “not one shred of

independéence” to ‘either of the Soath"

African republics. In Vattel’s great
work he finds the notion that a con-
queror is absolute master of his con-
quest denounced as a “monstrous
principle.” The true rule is there de-
clared to be that the conqueror, to
indemnify himself for the past and
secure himself for the future, must
“prefer the gentlest methods, still
bearing in mind that the doing of
harm to an enemy is no further au-
thorized by the law of nature than in
the precise degree which.is necessary
for justifiable self-defense and rea-
sonable security for the time to
come.” And from Woolsey’s “Inter-
national Law” Mr. Smalley makes this
apt quotation:

Natural justice knows nothing of a
right of conquest in the broad sense
of that term, that is of mere superior
force, carrying with it the license to

appropriate territory or destroy na-
tional life.

And though Dr. Woolsey recognizes

the right of a conqueror to restrain
the conquered from renewing hostili-
ties, he denies that mere subjugation
of the inhabitants of a country, even
in a just war, confers the right of
conquest; and he asserts that—

redress and punishment ought not to
exceed due limits, nor ought self-pro-

‘tection to demand an exorbitant- se-

curity. In accordance with this the
spirit of conquest is regarded by the
nations as a spirit of robbery and hos-
tility to the human race. This is
shown by: their combinations to resist
it, as in the wars against Louis XIV.
and Napoleon; by their protests
against acquisitions regardeda as un-
just and against alliances formed. for
the injury of weak states; by the pre-
texts which the aggressors seek to
shield themselves from the condemna-
tion of the world; and by the occasion-
al consent of the victorious nations to
give a price for the territory acquired
in war.

These extracts are sufficient to indi-
cate the principle of international
law to which Mr. Smalley appeals in
behalf of the continued independence
of the South African republics. Fur-
ther indication is not necessary. It
would probably be admitted by ex-
perts on all sides that no nation, by
the mere exercise of superior power,

has the right under international law,
for any cause or upon-any pretext, to
divest a state of its independence.
That doubtless is the law. And all
intelligent and fair minded men,
though not experts, will understand
that it ought to be thelaw. Forifone
powerful state may be permitted thus
to destroy -the independence of a
weaker state, it is only a question of
time when one all powerful empire— -
possibly Great Britain but more like-
ly Russia—will hold the rest of the
world in military subjection. At
the very least, all wars would become
terrible struggles for national exist-
ence, for the conqueror would always
hold the destiny of the conquered in
the hollow of his hand.

It is Mr. Smalley’s second point,
however, that more vitally interests
the American people—the point that
it is the privilege and duty of the
American government to protest
against Great Britain’s asserted pur-
pose of destroying the independence
of the two South African republics.
On this point he addresses the presi-
dent in these terms:

‘While our traditional policy has been

" to remain aloof from foreign.complica-

tions, our government has seldom hesi-
tated to express its sympathy with lib-
eral movements, even when such opin-
ion was displeasing to monarchial or
despotic governments. Your
predecessors have in several instances

|expressed themselves as to terms of

peace between foreign nations. Presi-
dent Arthur in 1882, in his second mes-
sage to congress, said: ‘It is greatly
to be deplored that Chili seems re-
solved to exact such rigorous condi-
tions of peace and indisposed to submit
to arbitration the terms of amicable
settlement. No peace is likely to be
lasting that is not sufficiently equita-
ble and just to command the approval
of other nations.” Mr, Fish. in behalf
of President Grant, in the interests of
peace between France and Germany,
wrote Minister Washburne “to eon-
tribute what you may to the presenta-
tion of such terms of peace as befit the
greatness and the power which North
Germany has manifested, and as shall
not be humiliating or derogatory to
the pride of the great people who were
our earliest and fast ally.”

In these circumstances Mr. Smalley
urges the president to admonish the
British ministry that our. republic
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would regard the annihilation of the
South African republic and the Or-
ange Free Stateas contrary to the law
of nations and as an act which our
government and people would not
willingly accept as a precedent, so
far at least as their own interests are
concerned.

In making that recommendation,
Mr. Smalley points the way to a
speedy ending of the war in South
Africa through an entirely peaceable
and not unfriendly protest on the part
of President McKinley. If he were
to advise Minister Choate as Mr. Fish
advised Minister Washburn in 1871,
or were in some public manner to de-
plore the fact that Great Britain de-
mands such rigorous terms of peace,
as President Arthur did with refer-
ence to Chili in 1882, the British
ministry would at once end the South
African war upon the basis of the in-
dependence of the two republics.
Nothing but their refusal to adopt
that basis prolongs the war, for upon
that basis the two republics have of-
fered peace. And nothing but con-
fidence in the friendly support of the
American government encourages
the British ministry in insisting
upon that refusal. The destiny of
those little republics, along with a
portentous precedent ininternational
usage, depends upon President Mec-
Kinley.

The question of admitting clubs of
colored women into the National Fed-
erationof Women’sClubs, isa very dif-
ferent question, so far as the general
public is concerned, from that of de-
nying colored people their civil or
political rights, Within the federa-
tion itself, the despicable absurdity
of excluding a woman like Mrs. Jo-
sephine Ruffin, for no other reason
than that she is not a pale face, was a
legitimate subject of discussion; but
as it involved none of her rightsasa
woman the subject is not one with
which the outside public has any-
thing to do. It is the prerogative of
the Federation of Women’s Clubs,
as of all other voluntary organiza-
tions, to admit or exclude at pleasure.

Voluntary association iz a matter
purelyof congenialityandinits choice
of membership every club or fed-
eration of clubs may give as full play
as it wishes to the prejudices of its
members against race, religion, poli-
tics, or color of skin, hair, or eves, or
against anything else whatsoever.
Outsiders may have their opinion and
express it freely about clubs which,
having professedly large objects in
view, are influenced by such petty
considerations; but persons who are
excluded cannot complain, nor can
the publie complain for them. It is
when rights, civil or political, are in-
volved, that public protests are in or-
der. Negroes have the same rights
as white men, and those rights must
be maintained. But privileges of
personal association are a different
matter. '

“Of course Mr. Bryan is not correct
on any economic question,” is the
manner in which the New York Jour-
nal of Commerce beging a eriticism
of Bryan’s North American Review
article. The eminently judicial spirit
of that opening remark challenges ad-
miration. Butitalsoexcitessuspicion.
The critic who assumes at the outset
that of course the person about to be
criticised is not correct on any ques-
tion, diseredits his criticism in ad-
vance. In this case, however, the
Journal actually proves, while trying
to show the contrary, that Mr. Bryan
is correct upon the very matter upon
which it ventures specifically to criti-
cise him. Bryan having written of
home owning as decreasing and ten-
ancy as increasing in this country,
the Journal essays to show that the
statisties to that effect imply increas-
ing prosperity instead of increasing
poverty, but in fact shows the con-
trary.

We quote the Journal on this point
from the issue of the 7th, in the very
language of its eriticism of Bryan:

Tenancy appears from the last two
censuses to be decidedly on the in-
crease in this country, but it is not
the result of growing poverty among
farmers; it is the result of the in-
creasing price of land, one of the com-

mon marks of prosperity. Tenancy
does not grow by the change of the
same individual from an owner into a
tenant; the farmer does not sell his
farm and then hire it. Tenancy in-
creases because farm land becomes too
expensive for a man of small capital
to buy, or because the owner can get
rent for it and live in town on the
rent without working. In the west
vast numbers of farmers acquired
land many years. ago for little or
nothing from the government and
the land-grant railroads. They were
owners because the land was cheap.
They are now getting. old and' retir-
ing from active work and their farms
are worth $20 or $40 an acre, and
there being no more cheap lands the
young men or immigrants who are
looking for farms. hire these farms
instead of buying. Thus the owning
farmer is replaced by the terant
farmer because the former has ac-
quired a competence, not because he
has become poor. This process has
been going on so extensively in Ne-
braska that Mr. Bryan's unconscious-
ness of it shows how poor an observer
he is.

Instead of showing how pooran ob-
server Mr. Bryan is, the editor of the
Journal of Commerce here shows how
poor a reasoner he is himself. The
difference between him and Mr.
Bryan is that whereas Mr. Bryan con-
sidered tenants as well as landlords,
when reflecting upon the increase of
tenancy, he considers only landlords.
This one-ided consideration iz evi-

dent at once from his remark that in-

creasing price of land is “one of the
common marks of prosperity.” That
increasing price of land marks the
prosperity of landlords may be true
enough. But it does not mark the
prosperity of tenants. Higher price
of land means for tenants not only
higher rents, but it means also re-
duced opportunities of acquiring
homes. It is the landlord’s prosper-
ity, not the tenant’s, that the Journal
of Commerce has in mind. And that
this is so is confirmed by its remark
farther on, where it says that “the
owning farmer is replaced by the ten-
ant farmer because the farmer has ac-
quired a competence, not because he
has become poor.” We have to take
the Journal’s word for this conten-
tion. There is no proof. But let that
pass.. Suppose the farmers who got
land for nothing years ago are in fact
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all rich now, what of the tenants who
are hiring their farms? These ten-
ants are not rich; but owing to thein-
crease in the price of land and the fact
which the Journal notes that there
are “no more cheap lands,” they are
compelled to become tenants. Here,
then, is Mr. Bryan's critic confound-
ed by his own logic. Tor if, as the
Journal of Commerce concludes,
“tenancy appears from the last two
censuses to be decidedly on the in-
crease in this country,” what differ-
ence does it make whether the tenants
are impoverished ex-landlords or
rent ridden young men. The essen-
tialthingis that tenancy is increasing,
and that in consequence of the in-
creasing price of land and the disap-
pearance of cheap land it is tenancy
of the hopeless kind.

In fact, however, tenants are not
altogether newcomers. The same in-
dividual often does descend from the
level of landlord to that of tenant. It
is no uncommon thing for farmers to
sell their farms and then hire them;
it is & very common thing for farmers
to sell their farmsand then hire farms
elsewhere. And one or the other
or both will become more and
more common as men who, in trying
to be owners instead of tenants
have been obliged to give purchase
money mortgages in order to get any
land at the higher prices, find that
they must submit to foreclosure.

Hamlin Garland has won the noble
distinetion of getting roundly hissed
at an old settlers’ meeting in Wiscon-
sin for paying a just tribute to the
memory of Black Hawk, the Winne-
bago chief. So long as white men
sing of heroes who strike for the
“green graves of their sires, God and
their native land,” Black Hawk is en-
titled to be counted in. That is pre-
cisely what he did. And white men
should none the less account him a
hero because it was meh of their own
race who made it necessary for
him to strike. Hissing a speaker who
dares tell them so. as Garland did,
does not lessen their race’s guilt.

Neither can they explain it away by
pleading that as Black Hawk’s people
were few while the whites were many
it was the right of the whites to expro-
priate the Indians. That plea is in
the last degree hypocritical. When
the claim of a few hundred people to
the land of England is recognized hy
white man’s law as,good against,the
millions of English landless; when
less than half the American people
own any land, while millions upon
millions of acres are fenced in against
the rest; and when thisis defended by
the whites as just, it ill becomes them
to denounce Black Hawk as a land
monopolizer and attempt to justify
their treatment of him wupon that
ground.

Senator Mason’s intimation of his
intention to support McKinley this
fall should not be taken too much to
heart by those who have admired his
magnificent speeches in behalf of the
elementary principles of democracy.
He has given no intimation of any in-
tention to support McKinleyism. It
should not be forgotten that Senator
Mason, like Senator Hoar, by sup-
porting McKinley, makes his anti-
imperial speeches all the more effect-
ive against McKinley.

The democrats of the Columbus
district of Ohio give evidence of their
power of discrimination and appre-
ciation in making John J. Lentz for
the third time their candidate for con-
gress. Mr. Lentz, while a party man,
is a democrat of the Jefferson order,
who, in two terms of service, has
proved his supreme fitness for con-
gressional work. He is an attractive
orator, a convincing speaker, an in-
telligent and tireless worker, and a
fighter whose courage serves as well
in passive resistance as in the excite-
ment of conflict.

A firm of Baltimore bankers, Ham-
blin & Co., solicitous for the substitu-
tion of Gorman as the democratic
candidate for president in place of
Bryan, has circularized large num-
bers of business men and bankers in
the south and east in Gorman’s be-

half. This uneasy firm of financiers
apologizes for thus entering into pol-
ities by saying that while wishing it
were otherwise it is nevertheless—

a regrettable fact that politics and
finance are so indissolubly connected
that it is impossible to mention the one
without alluding to the other.

This is, indeed, both a fact and re-
grettable. But it is the Gormans of
both partiesand net the Bryans of any
party, that have made it so. ItisGor-
manism, not Bryanism, that puts gov-
ernment into private business and
private concerns into government
business. And that is what connects
finance with politics so indissolubly.
Bryanism would break the connec-
tion.

In announcing the fact that the

Pennsylvania railroad has secured
control of the Philadelphia & Read-
ing railroad, one of the newspaper re-
ports explains that—
this completes the partition of the an-
thracite coal territory between the
New York Central and the Pennsyl-
vania systems.
That is an exact expression. In the
old days great barons partitioned ter-
ritory between them; but now it is
great railroad corporations. The ef-
fect, however, is the same. Now, as
then, the people are the sufferers;and
now, as then, it seems quite the proper
thing—so supinely do the people ad-
just themselves to injustice.

Gen. Otis has repeatedly assured
the American people that the Philip-
pine “insurrection” has been put
down, and that only robber bands, or
ladrones, are now resisting American
authority in the islands; but now he
makes this discomforting admission
in a newspaper interview: -

For a number of years it will be im-
possible to control the situation with
fewer troops than we now have in the
Philippines. When the terms of the
volunteers expire they must be re-
turned to this country, but the troops
withdrawn must be replaced by others.
For the present the islands will have
to be governed by a military govern-
ment.

“For a number of years,” then., we
must maintain an army of 65,000
troops in a country where there is no
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